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>at?»chchhinnL Thus the negation v^ mifm may bo expressed by 
mtWlrfieilirwitiriifllAliiliq; i Under pratiyogiti may be brought the 
caoaal relation, kiryak&ra^abh&va ; aec. to deb. of cause and effect ; thus, 

w<nMirimqn€i|wwi^imam fa8ifiTm odnsm, the being a cause 
aooaista in not being the couuferentity to any absolute non-existenco 
wludi might find pbce in the moment of time immediately preceding 
tW (eiistence of the) effect, i. e. a cause is tliat which muH precede the 
dhct : and f W H ln nywifum irom — tlie effect is the counterentity to 
its own precedent nonexistence. And the avachchhedaka of both 
kirapa and klrya is any^iu&untiprasaktA, as was shown above to be 
accessary: — Qwt «e«KQfim«is4 aniwi i e i ii 9j fmni ^t^mwpi «t i 

Tbt precise usage of affoehehhedaidwackAhinna remains to be 
noted. The ungainly compound is employed to include all pouibU 
tBm oC any sambandha. Thus, if we wish to turn the maxim, • From 
ocgation of canae, negation of effect — k'tra^ftbh^Tlc k&ry&bhavah — ' 
into the corrent coin of the Ny&ya, we must define it more closely in 
terms of certain sambandhaa, without deprif ing it of its unirersality 
by the Biention of any special cause e. g. tantu, or any special effect, 
eg. pata ; and thia may be effected by using the abore compound, thus:-^ 
•MdiiiAMieifwivriitiifiiiiMiiiiQui)iN: vrniinraisvTsfvwnrnn i 
[•ilil:svfilli: 3 But if the aTachchhedaka is specially named in any 
esse, e. g. tantutva or pafatTa (m the abo?e example), the word afoe4- 
AMeib is omitted as nnnectssary. 
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kdge or jadgiBtQt (? iitth(iiprfttiti • Yitish^aJQlua, q. r. Index) ooald not 
kftT* been effeetad hy aaj other relation (so. tamATiya and saipjogai 
which find a place under the aeven pad&rthat). In other words, this 
rtlattoa ni«st he either the subject itself (anujogin) or predicate itself 
(pratiyogiii) of the said judgment— v^dr^afildnuKnTt^ca: 9nr^* 
fnw: (y. hoU p. 260 note). For example take the judgment fit 
fmrfW— 4ato which three factors enter ; (a) gba^, (fi) gha^arisba- 
jakajoloa, se. jgina which has gha(a as its vishaya or object, (y) 
&toian, the koower, or the Utaya, substrate of the JQlua, represented 
by the termination wtip. Between /3 tnd y the samaTiyasambandha 
holds (ace. to Nyiya); fur JQlna is a gupa of the individual Itman. 
Between a Had /3 some sort of relation must also hold, in order that this 
parttorJar Judgment rather than any other, e. g. i»a^iyi j&n&mi» should 
nsult. But the relation cannot be saroav&ya, because the ghatavishaya- 
bgolna is a gupa of Itman and not of gha(a. Nur can it be saipyoga; 
for this reUtion holds only between dravyas, and /3 is a gu^a. Hence 
the only poesiUe determining cause, niy&maka, of this judgment is the 
gha^sfarflpa or gha^t itself. This may be expressed rarionsly :— 
thus, fit VMnfii fiQiftiwiQuiiftflfyiHiiiiiii n$i or thus, vz VT^nif* 
Wiii^w^uiKMi vmi I 

The obrious objection to nutking the gha(a itself into a sam- 
tauiiha, sc that the distinction between nUuiam and rdutml thing is thus 
obliterated (ride Index, s. t.X it m^ by maintaining that the gha^ 
pUt gha^ is not the sambandha, but qfid object of knowledge. Thus, 
imfaifa i aifty ii if mb l)ii W9 wm^mi n iraffi fiipg inra?(ta i 
^h w rf^^jwlw wfiww i wln wmnwi wrfa i irfw; w fai h fn^ii lygw 

9«n«Vni:i (Here sambandhia•gha^ and vi^haptbbQtadharma 
•r atachchhedaka « gha(atra]. 

AVACHCHHEDAKA is defd. as that which may be considered u 
an ess snt is l , oeostitntlTe attribute or predicate i — fa iu i g ^gft i miMl- 
An? nfk I nfinwfMft HvAavni V^H l [Dharma in the preoed* 
lag d ei niti— means not merely the technical gupas but anything 
which as piadioata will scnre to define a autiyect, e. g. dap^a b an ava- 
Af hho d a ka in the judgment dap^tvin purusho'yam.] This AVA* 
CBCHflEDAKATl relation is a case of SVAfiOPASAMBANDHA, 
(as aksady shown) saaiavlya and saipyoga will not apply to 
Aniattaacesof A7A0H0HHEDAKATi may be braught 

Mm VlSHATATl or PBATXYOarrii nader the former, if 
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the relation oonsidertd be tliat of koowledgei to. of the relation be- 
tween 8ubjce( and predicate in a judgment, in which caae the avach- 
chhedaka maj be atiprasakta, thiu, in ghataip jiulmi^ ghatatva the 
avaohohhedaka ii not definitelj limited in ita application (anatipraaakta) ; 
for gbn^tfa ia found in ghataa other than the particular gha|a now 
perceired: under the latter, if determination bj negation be under 
eonaiderationi in which oaae the avaohohhedaka mutt be of dulj limit* 
ed application, anyOninatipratakta : — ««if&7«fif fgfM momiimv- 
wnij^T^fiiTOfiiwrt wi vTairaaffrrii«fQi( %hM ufflBiriifiiriitrQiiif I 
[NirQpiu here « prak&jita, t^rplained hp, The effect of this word in a 
long aamiaa ia uauallj nothing more than to convert the immediatelj 
preceding word into the geuitive case]. 

To illustrate VISUAYATA, take again fit vmifir. This judg- 
ment ma/ be exprosded thus (1) fi^fiifsoimT^VQik VTW^. Here, in 
ghata exist both ghatatva which ia avachchhedaka, aud the vishajati 
which is represented by termination wi{ of v^. Between ghata and 
vishajatl the wiUUtpasambaudha holds :— .frnqfaaQfiiiif ^^m qf^f9- 
9<3isdi| m^ni I Between vishayati and jnatia the ainlj^katvasawh 
bandha holds : — fawomm: VPT fa 4um<iqui*3 i| mnm [Nirflpaka « 
prak&iaka]. Or (2) the judgment may be expressed thus : — WW i afwi T 
USqfff: QT fmoUT IvflSuA Vrw^ l Since in this case the vishayati is 
dependent on ita locus, the gba^, and the gha(t in ita turn ia eaten* 
tially constituted by (avacbcbhinna) glm^tva, the relation between 
ghatatva and vishajatl ia termed opaolidihinatwa #amic(n(i/<at— n^ftl^ 
■i B ^^t^meww fhummt vaf d q u njAn f mff i nwiqmw i mmnx i Since 
also ghatatva is avachchhedaka and therefore potsesset avachchheda- 
kaU, U3WTaffinn may bo expressed by TOW fmgiei€igwirn%r q m i I 
where fcivfa«T qualities fornmr. 

[It may be added tliat Gad&dhara in his Vishayativ&da declares 
the modem view to be that visbayMtl is not a form of svarOpasam- 
bandha but a distinct aambandlia. The modem achuol of Ky&ya in 
denying that vishayat& is a svad&pnsambandlia distinguishes it from 
vishayiti; the former is a dharma pertaining to oSject known, vishaya ; 
the latter ia a dharma pertaining to cognitiun, ju^na, or to desire, ich- 
chhi, or to volition, kpti.] 

PRATl YOGITA or determination by negation (abhiva) is the rt- 
lation between positive entities (bhiva) and their negations. The dhar* 
ma which serves to exclude any particular bhiva from another is term* 
•d pratiyogitlvaehchhedaka; and the pratiyogitA ia said to be taddha^ 
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To puriff his Self the good ascetic Prakaj&oanda composed this 
Siddhiatamaktif all, flawless,* mass of pure Bliss^sharingthe nature 
of (Brahman se.) Existence and Intelligence, and (as a garland) de- 
dicated to NMya^a (and thus) tainted bj rivalry with his consort 
LakshmT. Listen to the work written bj Prakila (the Luminous) 
which destroys darkness (sa Nescience) and duality, and sur- 
passes the tooth of a tiger in tearing open the forehead of an 
•lephaoi, i. e. a non-Vedintin opponent With NiMyana's aid 
I have fully declared the very essence of Vedinta unknown to 
men of the present day. That man whose mind remains fixed in 
the contempUtion of Brahman even for a moment, has bathed in 
the waters of all the tirthas, and offered all the earth (as his 
dina) and performed a thousand sacrifices, has honoured all the 
gods and extricated his fathers from transmigratory bondage, and 
ii Umeelf worthy of honour in tlie three worids. 

Here ends the SiddhfaitamuktivatI composed by Prakitt- 
oanda^ the pupil of bis reveieooe Joftnlnaoda, paramahaipsa 
parivii^jaklchftrya,. 
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ADniKARA9A=Iocn8, p. 51. 
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p. 67 note. 

Ad^isuta : p. 3. 
Aj^Iha: a unity and assumed 
only, pp. 14, 15. 
^ : an upadhi and not a 
vi^cfthai^a of jlva, 
p. 18. 
M : as tho caiiso of the 
world, described — 
p. 39. 
AjfrlTA: in the technical sense 
to be applied only 
to Intelligence or 
„ : Brahman, pp^ 33^ 58. 

Aj^Atasatta : p. 26. 
Akha^pXrtuatA : p. 48 note. 
AKUVXTI : pp. 130-34. 
ANAOIBUAVAKirrATVAKXYAXA : 

p. 2. 
AnatasthA : pi 7. 
AKAMUQATAsvyipya, pw 67 

note. 
AnirvachanIya: pp. 27 note, 

12a 
AkirvachakItakhyAti: p. 126. 
Akuoata ss vyapaka, p. 67 

nota 



AKinrooiK: p. 13 note, add:— 
used also in sense of 
viSesh^a or subject 
of difierence, q. ▼. 
Anvayavyatireka : p. 36. 
AnyathAkuyAti : p. 126. 
AnyonyA^raya: defd. p^ 135 

note 
AnyCnXnatiprasakta: pp. 149 
note, k pp. in, IV, infiu. 
ApAdana: as technically used» 

p. 55 note. 
Apauokshatta : defd. p. 90. 
ApohavAda: defd. pp. 145— 

46 note. 
ApratibuA: (NyAya techni* 
cality) p. 118. 

ASAMAVAYIKARA^A : p. 67 note. 
A8ATKHYATI: pp. 1.30-34. 
ATADVYAvftrrrisApoha. q. v. 
ATMAKsSelf or pure Intelli- 
gence, the all that 
u» p. 65. 

M ssvarikpa, p. 55 note. 
AtmXIraya: (a logical vice) 

defd. p. 42 note. 
AupANisuAXUTVAM (itmaoa^) 

pp. 59, 89. 

AviKiOAMADOSHA = Vinigaoia- 
niviraha^ q. v. 



Anuqatavyavahxra: p. 101. 
Akupasabjanatva: p. 80. 

AVACHCHHEDAKA. 

[For the general bearings of this and the cognate tsrms SfarO- 
pasambandlia, tishayatli Ac. fide ProC Cowell'a valuable notes to 
£u»umdnjati, pp. 13, 23, 61.] 

To begin with SVABOpASAUBANDHA— defd. as wmKtmim 
far i li&mftrneinmiliuiw iy (Dblmftohirya's KydpakoUi), i. c it is the 
rsUtioo which mu^t be held to exist in a ease where a detenninatt know- 
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SiDCt it it impossible that the effect^ €. g. the snake or the 
fike sboald ooodnae to exist after the Nescience concealing the 
rope has come to an end on the rope being perceived Nor can the 
opponent urge that if this is so^ the conclusion of the founders of 
tbm (Tedtnta) ^istra, sa knowledge puts an eud to Nescience 
akme, is improper. For the prodncts of NescicDce do not differ 
from Nescience itsel( since when Nescience eiists not, the exist* 
aooe of its products is not perceived. And proof for our position 
is Mi waotiug, for ^ti thus declares : — * The fetter of the heart is 
hrokeOf all doubts are solved, his works perish when He has boon 
beheld who is the higher and the lower/ Nor may it be argued 
that this passage implies the destruction of evil actioos only. For 
the word action is common to both good and evil actions, and the 
power of knowledge is equally operative in regard to both kinds 
of actioB. Thus in the Smpti passage ■ *The knowledge of Self 
and Brahman as identical, gained through Veda aud attendfuice on 
a Oora eoDSumes like fire every evil deed (though) done inten* 
tionallj' the ooosnming of even an intentional evil deed by the 
Crs of) knowledge of Brahman is declared. 
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n^If H'TOT^ ^ftg* 

53 qfini ti^ ffiriii f^^TOTO ytowfl ^ ?hi I 

Aod in the passage—' At kindled fire reduces fuel to asbes 
Arjntia I so the fire of knowledge reduces all actions to ashes *— 
the Divine Kpsbna, understanding by the word all both good and 
eril deeds, has declared that all action is consumed by the fire of 
knowledge. Further, need it be said that the sins of the man 
who has become Brahman are destroyed, when by the mere sight 
of such an one the sins eren of other men are destroyed 1 This 
liis reverence Vasisli^ha declares—' All men are freed from their 
sins who come within the sight of him whose mind is engaged 
with Brahman till intuition (of Brahman) arises.' And Smfiti too 
declares that be who knows Brahman purifies his own £smily— » 
' He who:ie mind has melted iuto that infioite ocean of InteUu 
gence and Bliss, the absolute Brahman, has purified his fiuailp 
fulfilled his mother's desires and Kaoctified the earth.' 

To conclude^ then,— our statement, that a nian realises all 
desires through the aforesaid knowledge of the indentity of his 
Self with Brahman, is indispuuble. I 
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And to the Smfitts goat oo lo describe the adoratioii of the 
Om by tbe popU, who throogh the gr»ce of Veda and teacher 
has gained a dear intaitioo of the truth that Bnthman and the 
Self are one. Thus it is a bet that this knowledge (l^<^di>^g ^o 
■ipkdia) is something biooght about as a product 

Tbe Highest Self» though bdeed it exists, was for me non. 
^ ^, ^,. . lY fl tt j^ existent, uotil I had reeourae to 

thy lotus-feei Finding shelter 
then, I can no more be conscious of duality. 

Placing the dust of thy lotus-feet upon my head, I will serve 
thee till death; for in pity of me thou hast undertaken to remove 
this woddHJietase, hard to cure. 

81 An opponent may here urge that even if destruction of 

Nescience takes place throuffh 
ObfMttat HwMitibrtitnla;fbr . , , 5 e. 

Hiiliiji Till j^k v«ds CM dMiroT knowledge, cessation of trans* 

SSTiSrV^ 2* ilTiiISi »ig~toiy existence, which con- 
■! ■ ' ■ " ««Mh laa kMwitdft 4Nf sisto in the passage into this 

and the next world and is a 
f^ wn pl s a of pains ellected by the assumption and laying aside 
of many forms of life^ is impossible because the causes of 
tmnsmigiatofy existence, sa desire and action, continue to exiii 
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Nor (continues the opponent) may the reply to this be that' 
the cessation of every product (up&deya) of Nescience follows 
necessarily on the cessation of Nescience itsel£ For, as with the 
Vaiiesbika school, an effect is held to exist for a moment of time 
after the destruction of its material cause, so the objection here 
urged that the effects of Nescience do not cease to exist is one that 
caunot be lightly set aside. Nor to obviate the difficulty can it 
be said that the effect will perish at some later time. For the 
possibility of the effect's existence, as well in the subsequent as in 
the preceding moment^ may fairly be inferred Hence (concludes 
the opponeot) even when Nescience has ceased to be the world 
will not cease to be — there being no evidence for such noo*exist- 
ence of the world — and therefore human effort is vain. 

Not so, we reply. Action is the root of all evil ; and action 
is destroyed by knowledge. And thus Sruti teaches— *Aod his 
works perish.'.. .L VIII. 

The opponent's statement, that the woHd which has its 
root in action will continue to exist even after knowledge has 
been gained, will not hold. For action as well as Nescience 
is destroyed by knowledge, because knowledge is as much the 
contradictory of the effect of Nescience, sa action, as of Nesci- 
ence itself. 
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ii# iral: J ^ifi wv ^3 9^4 nvfn mf^ ^«in- 
FnAf^raildvPuaB viifiMViHfirviAi)i: qiihvii^s;^!^ 
nv^ 9iviiiii>ficiiifif49indictiraDfnq^; iwlai fq^?^* 

wm^^ mp^ vifU tvp^ fiRf|: m^ ft ^• 

Nor may It bo orged that ereii when knowledge (of Self) 
has beaa effected, the reeolt (sc. mokaba) ia delayed owing to 
Ibe need of tome meant besides knowledge. For knowledge (of 
8el0 Aod its resnlt are declared to be sincultaneous in sacb 
paseagfi as ee e ing it (Brabman) tbe Qlisbi V&madera understood: 
I was Maoii. I was tbe San« He who knows Brabman becomes 
Brabman. He wbo knows tbe Self overopmes grief— bocause tbe 
abeeooeof any otber means and of any time«panse intervening 
between knowledge of Self and moksba is made known (by sucb 
passages): and because tbe negation of any otber means that 
koowladge is enounced in tbe passage— a man wbo knows him 
(Sdf) tmly passes orer deatb; there is no otber path to go. 
Tberefbre knowledge of Self together with renunciation of tbe 
worid must be carefully acquired as the means to immortality ; 
aince^ in tbe absence of knowlodge, great is tbe destruction, a 
dedared ia the ^ti passage^' If a man know this here, that is 
thn reality (true end of life); if he does not know this here, 
tbeo there is great destrucUon (new births).* And the out-pour- 
inga of tbe wise man*s knowledge, with its result, when know- 
ledge of Self as Uentieal with Brahman is attained, are set forth 
inthe8mriti>- 
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The Self within, the Highest Self, consUting of Intelligence, 

6«nk.ben.arlr, IV.H $$.57. ^'^'j' "^"'"^'^ ^^^ Neicience, 

I now behold without % doobt» 

having with the sage's mind discriminated it from the sheaths of 

Self which are a complex of causes an«i effects ; just as one draws 

out a reed from its (enveloping) sheath. Lo ! where was, and is 

to be, this ocean of world-pain 1 

This world I now regard as a picture (sc a mere semblance 
of reality). I take my stand on the lufioite which is Intelligence 
alone, and without parts. I behold Self, one without a second, 
in6nite bliss by nature ; and the world I regard as I would a 
burnt rope. 

I am directly conscious of the one Self as if it were a Vilva 
fruit lying in my hand : my body I look on as the cast off skin of 
a snake. And thus, as the appearance of my being alive, so the 
gaining of moksha, are both quite clear to me. 

Strange it is how even now duality appears before me in that 
eternal, unrelated, blessed, luminous Self Duality existed once — 
can I say this T what ! was not the eternal Veda existing then, that 
duality was wrought by Nescience ! 
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For if apATt from Self, ADythiog existed in any form 
wbaterer, a&ivaita would necessarily be overthrowo. Hence the 
ttoo-entitatiTe character of the world is certainly approved by 
Veda. Tbis new has been declared by Oau^p&da :— ' M&y& is 
to bo regarded nnder three aspects as sheer non-entity, or as inex- 
plicaUe, or as something material, in aocordance with the three 
(soorcea of j knowledge, sc. Veda, ratiocination and the common 
(or anphiloeophic) consciousness.* This Vasish(ha also declares as 
sonetbiog wonderful— 'Straoge it is that Brahman, that which 
ts, sboald be forgotten by men, while that which is not, sc. 
Nescietice, dances before them.' Again, ' Strange it would be for 
flMmntains to be bonnd by lotus-fibres, and (stranger still it is) 
that tbe world is destroyed by Nescience which is really nothing/ 
Hence, since duality and the vision of it are sheer non-entity, 
il is all tbe more clearly established that no second is known 
to that Self which is absolute Bliu, self-existent Intelligence 

nod mirelated. 

-^ — — — — - ' — 

^nH of a tree t si^ya, spsdflc diffi^rsncs, dittlngaishiog It from any 
eihsrtreex t^ai^ classnlifftrenoe, exoiuding it from unlike olassss, 
f.f. steas s , Ae. For re£ et note p. M supra. 
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And M) also Sruti declares that to Self vision of duality per- 
tains not, in such pasMigcs as-^' this is the absolute truth that 
there is no such thing as destruction and production (of tlie worldX 
nor fettered soul, nor fVaidic) sacrifices, nor soul sf'eking eman* 
cipation or emancipated. He who knows himself as that Brahman, 
without parts or attributes or passions becomes unchanging Brah- 
man. That wise one is emancipated who koows that which is with- 
out attributes, endless, uncaused, unique, not to bo known through 
a pram&igia) without a beginning/ (Brahmavindapaniiihad 8, 9.) 

Hence, be is emancipated who recogoises himself as identi- 
^1 with that Self described in the mantra^ ns Existence, lotelli- 
gence, infiuity, absolute bliss by nature.. .LVII. 

Nor is it right to say that such knowledge of Self is not 
brought about For the production of such knowledgo is observed 
in the case of him who is desirous of knowing the troth and is 

Erovided with the four meaus (cf Vcd. Sd. I. 1. 1.), but only after 
e has performed hiring aided by pondering and profound 
oonUvfiplaUon. If this were not so, it would follow tbat Vedio 
passages declaring such a Self are untrustworthy. 

« ef. Tsd. 8a t I. 16. ^ 
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Not bjr th« vulgar (ooutiDiies the opponeot), for since their 
•oUoi of reality (abUhitattva) is not destroyeil in regard to 
the world and tlie vision of it (tstra), the view that these are 
woo-eotity is completely rejected by them. Nor by pkiloaophen, 
fcr these are not onatiirooaa Thus, the unrelmble Nihilist 
(^ayavidinX denying all sourfes, and objects, of true knowledjc^e, 
holds that all is sheer non-eutity. In opposition to this view, 
the Naiyiyika% Vaileshikas and others hold that existence is both 
eternal and temporary, by dividing substances into eternal and 
DOo^etemaL Opposed to this again is the view of the Sicnjchyos 
and others that the existence of all things is eternal And since 
all these trained thinkers are disagreed, the view that the world 
as distinct from Self is sheer non-entity is clearly unproved. 
This view, then, rejected as it is by the common man and the 
philosopher alike, cannot be accepted by us. Nor may it be urged 
that each and all of the above views should be rejected as 
mutually opposed. For in spite of such opposition (tivatipi), in 
eadi of the above cases (tatra tatra) the acceptance of some 
ooe view er other is an inoontiovertible &ct ; whereas the 
aeceptanoe of the world as sheer non-entity is found in no case 
(tadabb&vit). 
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Nor may the Vedantin urge that of this latter view also 
(atrapi) hi$ acceptance is forthcoming. For the Vedantin is 
untrustworthy, because there is no evidence for the non*entitative 
character of the world. Nor may it be argued that no single 
view of the above opposed schools should be accepted, because no 
compelling reason for the adoption of any one as the true view 
exists. For there is a difference between these views according as 
they are, or are not, based on the eternal faultless Veda. Thus a 
tenet based on Veda must be accepted, of whatever school it may 
be; but a tenet not thus liased must be rejected, e.g. the tenet of 
heretics must be rejected. Well then, we Vcduntins reply, if your 
final position is that trust (in a particular tenet) follows through 
Veda alone, you must accept as faultless only that tenet which is 
vouched for by Veda, and reject all others as being without proof 
aud contradictory of Veda. But Veda by making known Self as 
free from all differentiation, * as in the passages,* Exi^ttent only 
was this in the beginning, one without a second. There is no 
diversity here. That Self is to l>e «iosoril>ed by No, No! And the 
fourth is without parts, is not au object of experience, is the 
cessation of experience, is the blessed One without a second— ap- 
proves the view that all thai is other than Self, is sheer non-entity. 

* Svagatabhcda^ inherent variety, •• g. ths leaves, flowers and 
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Smiiii alto, obeenring the reality (svariipa) of Self whose 
latore it eternal Koowledge» declares the abftolate non-exUtcoce 
of that error (termed) the world—thus: 'Knowledge, effected 
tbroQgh Tedic tentenceo destroys that error termed the world, 

m^mhAmmiuutka. II. a. ss. which had already been destroy* 

^*^^"^^^ ed by eternal Knowledge (Self, 

Bfrnhman): josi as Arjnna slays again the Kuru race already 
slaiA bj Yisiidevab' Moreover, against those who hold that Veda 
is a reality apart from Brahman the charge of making Veda 
nntnistwoithy may be brought^ since the sole character of Veda 
(tasya) is that of a pram&^a or trustworthy source of evidence. 
But the diarge cannot bo brought against those who, unconscious 
of the least trace of duality, hold that Brahman alone ever is, 
since they do not adroit Veda or its trustworthiness as existing 
apart from Brahman; otherwise Vedantic Monism would be 
violated bj the separate eiistenoe of these two scl Veda and 
its trastwoithiness. Nor can we be charged with heresy in not 
holding the tnstworthiness of Veda; for we do not (as the heretio 
dees) bold the untrustworthiness also of Veda. 
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Nor while not holding Veda as reliable, can we be charged 
with leaving Monism without any evidence; for this charge 
would lie against the seer of duality (with whom) the eiistence 
of Self has to be proved by some pramana. Here an opponent 
may ask whether the character of being a seer of duality is an 
attribute of Self or is the own nature of SeIC Not the 
former, for then duality is established; (for this attribute, be 
argues, must be assumed to be'a reality; a non-existent attribute 
would be nonsense — ). Not the latter for then it follows that 
the whole complex of duality is self-proved (i. e. is svapr&kUa, 
as Self is, into whose nature duality enters, on the above 
assuiAption, as a vileshai^a or necessary predicate, thus— dvaitasya 
drasLti ct p. 70 n.) No t we reply. For in accordance with the 
nature of Self as proved in Veda, all duality is sheer non-entity. 
Nor can non-entity prove itself, for being absolutely destitute of 
power it dan neither prove itself nor be proved by something else. 

Here it may be asked by way of objection whether the Yiew 
that the world as distinct from Self, and the vision of the world, are 

ofM^;riT.»;'S;'5rvir!?: •!>•«' -on^ntJty. « one* hM 

wboMtnriafiMr^UobriouaiyiiuidffliMibic by the vulgST Of hj trained 

Hoply: TU fio«l appciU for aU doo> ^ur^u*— 
trine M te V«U, whioL oirttinly tSMhit tninKers. 
Msyi. 
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Farther, ii this tisiod of duality pertaining to Self 
tflected hy a pramii^ (trustworthy source of knowledge), or by 
aa enooeous cognition T Not by the former, for this would 
coatiadict ^rati passages teaching advaita; nor by the latter, for 
the rule is that the thing made known by erroneous cognition is 
DOO-«xistent ; otherwise the cognition could not be said to be 
enooeous. Thus nsioQ of duality never indeed pertains to Self. 
Soabo &uta debars fision of duality from Self whose nature is 
uabrokea Tision, as in the passage,~when he does not see, be still 
is sesiog; though he sees not 

Smnti abo approTes the same, thus,—' For the uninitiated it 
is taught that the whole world is this rifartta of Brahnutn, The 
I hold it to be Bliss unmodified' 
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31. If to Self visioa of duality pertains not, Self, as Leiag 

Objection: (a) v«d« in um1«m. i( 8«i( «ver free and unioToived io 

te rrtK«'^ w ^'-^-c."^ transmigratoiy exi.teoce. will 

tbe false knowledge of duality, which it lack tbo motive SC. dcsirO of 
thoof iion-€iitiiy. 

moksha, which Veda i« to tc- 
compliflh : hence Veda will become useless. Reply : Not so ; for 
even to the ever free Self Veda becomes a source of right 
knowledge by destroying (the* false knowledge of) an abso- 
lutely non-existent world But the function of Veda, it is 
urged, would be vain in regard to such a uorld, for the ab- 
solutely non-existent has ceased to be eternally. No; for the 
argument would apply equally to a real world, since no in- 
stance is found in which the Veda puts an end to a real 
object Then, it may be urged, Veda aims at destroying (what the 
Vodantins term) anirvachanTya or inexplicable object No I we 
reply, for here too no confirmatory instance is found, since what 
ceases to bo is not tho anirvachanlya object (e. g. false snake, which 
never existed at all ; but the false knowledge in regard to the snake 
comes to an end). Thus both cases are propounded. Hence Veda is 
authoritative in patting an end to the false knowledge of an 
absolutely non-existent world, aoconling to the passage,— ' the 
free is freed, that ceases to be which has ceased to be. ' 



Digitized by 



Google 



^n w wi^ffirf w^ vs9^ iwwn nxw hIJiv- 
Ifn I nfni ^ ^ ofnaii if« i «; 4?m: i ire n^i^q- 
Si^ f fH ^ viMiHMeiftTi^cnflTranj nw fife bHH 

Henoe after the falsa perception of the snake has been de- 
stroyed, his con^ousnes) takes the form — this rope indeed was 
petoeiTed by me io the shape of a snske. What I did be not per- 
eeiTe a snake at all I Certainly not Theo/in this way conscious* 
Mis is Tiolated. Not so ; because in contradicting the conscious- 
ncasi of a dduded man, no violence is done, for he does not 
djeeriroinate between what he perceives and what not ; and liecause 
no mlenoe is done to the con^ousness of the ufUUlu<Ud man, 
IB that be was not conscious of the snake at all, 

80. The popil argues that since the rope slone is perceived 

in the example, two things 



iUol J s Ta ! liitt lor Ida who kimwt , . ^ 

tiM trvtk ; Wi s vaj to tu traik fur hiio Only, VIZ., substrate or rope, and 
wwk>.mis.oc «tpp.lis.7. ^^ cognition of it; for the 

noo-«zistenoe of any cognition or oognise*l object other than 
these has been taught : whereas, in the illustrated case, Uth 
eobstrate and cognition of it are the Self alone, for in regard to 
•eif4omiooiis Self, a second cognition ( making Self known ) is 
mH to be assumed. And to, (continues the pupil) since a vivsrtta 
distioci from Self cannot be shown, the vivartta doctrine is done 
away with : hence the teacher dearly abandons his own doctrine. 
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No! (replies the Uttor) for vivartta doctrine isoottbe final aim 
of the Upanisbads, iu that it ierve« only to iottruct the ODmitiat* 
ed : otherwise, from tlie false perceptioo of duality would follow 
duality as something real But (replies the pupil) that perception 
is false. What does falsity meau ? Does it mesa nou-existence 
in time, present, past and future 7 Or, since non-existence is a 
unity indivisible, does falsity meao that the object is perceived 
temporarily, (occasionally)} *The former definition will not avail 
you (says the guru), for that is the meaning of the term accepted 
(by us Vedautins). Nor will the latter avail, for even through such 
occasional percepti*'n. Monism (the final teaching of the Upani- 
shads) is overthrown all the sahie. But (argues the pupil) that 
occasional perception is the Witness itself. No, because tb* 
Witness is unrelated, as decUred in the passage— For this Person 
is unrelated :— and because temporary character cannot attach to 
the Witness. 

• mmi ftnoT T?gi» nn*mwmSi ^faqmfmM i rwKniq ««i fwiv- 
fftmnwwfijfif iUdiffiWu^fHFmiRiif ifif Qiai) i onVfivTw wibsr ftw- 

mwn qo ifa f f^ nri fiifv^fe ^ ^wifaiid^rn i N. D*s gloM. 

The quftlificatioD owmonally excludes a sheer non-entity, so. a 
skyJotos, which is never perceived. Again, perception of Self at an 
object, effected as this is through a tfitti or modification of the 
anta|ikarpa (vrittivySpyatvena) might be considered oMMieno^ bat 
is excluded from the eontest by the mention of non-entity. 
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This if to, replies the pupil. Ho I (rejoins the gum) for it is 
impossible that this vision or product, as included within the Self, 
abooM bo at parinima of Self: since a thing is not a parinaroa of 
itself; aod because the pari^iroa view is vitiated by the alteroa- 
five assumptions of whole or a part of Self undergoing pari^ama. (cf. 
Tad. SCL II, 1,26.) Nor may it be argued that the same fault attach- 
es to the vivartta view ; for you have not understood the meaning 
of vivartta* A vivartta, forsooth, is no reality exiswing apart from 
tU sabstrmte, in regard to which the above alternatives mHy find 
place; bat what is termed a vivartta is nothing but the sub* 
•tiate itselC which through some defect appears under a different 
fMnt But differtfUfarm of wbatt asks the pupil. Of nothing 
really; for this different farm has its destruction in, i s. by 
knowledge of, its substmte <Self)f since this different or not- 
Self fbna, is not perceived b another sulistrate. Then (rejoins the 
pQpil) this is simply a teaching of asatkhyiti under another guise. 
Not so, says the guru ; for in our %iew the kbyiti (perception) also 
ii illusory, which the Cbirvika or holder of asatkhyiti will not 
•dait ( as be holds that the khyiti is real ) : moreover we have over- 
tfcsowB bin who holds to a universal blank ( ct p. 71 ). 
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But what is ibis illusory character of perception 1 Know 
( replies the guru ) that it consists in the appearing in conscious- 
ness of that which is really predicateless as possessing a predicate 
( khyati, herescliaitanya, Self). But ( rejoins the pupil ) the nature 
of the said predicate you should explain. It is really nothing 
but the predicate-less Self (kbyati). Then it should be perceived 
ua such. True enough (rejoins the guru) in the case of him who 
knows Self (tat) ; but not in the case of the deluded man, simply 
because he is deluded What, then, over and above (the real 
substrate) does this deluded man perceive ? Nothing really, 
Why then call him deluded t Because be fancies that his percep- 
tion of one tiling makes known something different : thus, in 
common life, he sees a rope and fancing it to be a snake, says«> 
this is a snake. But what is this fancy of bis T It is his oonviction 
as to the mm-existence of a really existing thing, ta the rope 
which is even present to bis consciousness. But if he really hu a 
perception pf the rope, bow does that perception present itself to 
him so as to make him use the word suake T This, we reply, is 
due to similarity (l*etween rope and snake) and to certain defects 
(of eye-sight kc, which stand, generically, for Nescience). 
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For ia thii case when it is eojoined that tbe existence of all 
Ibings seen is indeed tbe Self» then the kuowledge that nothing 
other than Self exists, that Self is absolute* directly manifests 
itself: whereas in the case of the negation the knowledge is gained 
indirectly through inference that Self is the subsirate to which the 
B^gaiaoo refers. How then it may be asked» do both find scope : 
nnce the aim of man (sa moksha) would be reached through 
tbe iojanotion alone ? Not so» for both forms of instruction are 
of senrice aooording to the varying qualiBcations of those who 
seek moksha. Tha% he whose mind is utterly OTorthrown )>y 
the pains of life desires first of all the cessation of these pains : 
io his esse the prohibitory text is certainly the first to bo of 
•errioep after which the injunctory text avails. To illustrate :— * 
be who fancying he sees a snake trembles with fear needs, in 
the trst instance, the prohibition sa this is no snake that you 
s ss , but does not need the injunction sc this that you see is a rope 
or stick 4c Again in the case of the man who quite undisturbed 
fay this work!, desires to know what reality underlies it, the fit> 
tng answer ia— All this world is Selt After this may oome the 
piohibitoffy text 
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Thus for him who fancying he sees a nnake and knowing 
the antidote for its poison Ci\n fearlessly ask.^What is (renlly) 
this thing before me? — the fitting answer is — You see a snake— > 
and not the prohibition, kc. — This that you see is no snake. To 

sum up — neither form of Sruii in useless, for both find scope under 
varying circumstances. Ueuce it has beeu proved by both in* 
junctory and prohibitory texts that the absolute Intelligence, 
Existence, Bliss, is the Self within. 

20. But the pupil may* acrain urge that the question, who 

Objection: PiiiinAmATidafollowi: Self this seer of duality is, bas 
mu«t b«m'i(rf*tfi//jfck.>nKei)iDU»u«>|.Self; . . . j -j j x^ 

for duality U A f*ct of fxi*rii»oce.Ri-pk: D^t yct lieen decided, lou 
Koiui«chiu,«feUUi.i.o,y-ViirH^^^ ^h^ qucstiou me are that 

— Fur tii«f m>iivuibl« Self could Qui on ^ 

M«iCrrMi^/y change*!. seer of duality saj's the teacher. 

Then who am I? asks the pupil — You are re.illy Brahman. Then 
(rejoins the pupil) it follows that Brahman suffers modification* 
What ( iuquires the guru ) is this modification ? Is it duality . 
or the vision of duality? Not the former, for all duality as 
distinct from Brahman has bt'Cn u'^gatcd (by Veda); nor in* 
dee<l can the non-existent, e. g. the hornR of a man, be a mo<ii. 
rication of anything. It may lie said, the ditVerence between duality 
(asya) and tho above example (tatab) is the iuct of a vision of dual- 
iry. Well then, it follows through inductiou (praptiprapuviveka 
cf. p. 106) that vision only is the paripama, material modification, 
of Brahman ; for apart from it things visible exist not 
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Not different. For by teeing one thing a second thing cannot 
bt teen; tba% a piece of dotli cannot be said to be seen when an 
earthen pot ii teen: if so it would follow that the pot and the 
elotb were identical Nor can it be said that all else is identical 
with SelC For Self and not-Self are contradictories; and because 
•nUatioii of not-Self would be impossible, since that which is 
identical with the absolutely real Self could not be negated 
aein the l^ti passage — Not this, not this: — otherwise, on S^'lf 
aho being proved £slse, blank non-entity (iOnya) would remain. 
Hence the statement^ that by seeing Self all else becomes seen, 
ii wntenable. 

There is no Csnlt here replies the teacher: — 

Since the existence of duality is indeed the existence of 

Bidyi 8ilL BntaMi. it AD. TV ^'' "^ ^^ Other, all the world 
' r8H(,iiiekM«Aa:iUiitEaMi. is seen and heard when Self 



is seen and heard... .LVL 
For duality has no existence apart from that of the Self; 
when Self is known, ail duality is known ; for just as when 
the rope ie known, the things surmised in it sa the garland or stick 
(which Bay be mistaken for it) are also known, so too it is not 
eontndieloiy that when Self is known all else sbonkl be known. 
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Hence also oo cod trad iction attaches to the iojuDCtoij 
and prohibitory' Sniti passages.' Of the former kind aro the 
following :— This everything, all is that Self. dear One! 
Existent alone was this in the beginning, one without a second. 
All this consisU of this SelC Brahman, indeed, was this in the 
beginning. (Seeing this, the ^ishi thought) : — I was Manu and 
tlie sun. fiut when to one all has become Sel£ All this that 
is, and is to be, is Narayana. Of the latter kind are the follow- 
ing : — There is no diversity here. Now follows the declaration, 
No I No I For beyond this No there is nothing. Other than this 
(Brahman) is perishable. There is no second. There was no diver, 
sity hero in the beginning. Entity was not, non-entity was not. 

Indeed, in every day life, the instruction given to the man 
who mistakes a piece of rope for a garland or the like is either — 
all these imaginaiy things are that rope, or — no garland or the 
like exists here. Still it noay be asked, which of these two 
fonns of instruction is the better? Though both perform the 
same function, the injunction has the advantage. 
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What folloirs from tbii, you askt Tbis» oamclyi that the 
▼iiioa of doality those seen have is ju^t that (already raentiooed) 
hindraoce to moksha wbo^e maoifeetation is the absolute Self. 
(Sacbehidimuida) : thus ooderstaud. A hindraoce may exist (the 
pupil replies) ia the case of those seers of duality ; but why is mo- 
ksba not manifest to me who am not a seer of duality ( having been 
taught by Veda through you my teacher) f What I (asks the 
teacher) are you different from those persons that you say 
you are not a seer of duality f Doubtless I ami For I do 
not know them as myself: their joys and sorrows touch me 
not Strange indeed I What trust can be pUced in your state- 
Bient ; for while you behold those persons so. that varied complex 
of god% men and animals, you say, I see not duality ! Such 
untruthfulness is improper in one aspiring to moksha, a San- 
•yisia and seeker after Reality I Since I am identical with you 
(ittorta the pupil) the charge of untruthfulness iscoils on you. 
The teacher replies, in knowing me as identical with yourself, 
1 1 known as one with a second ; or as one without a second ? 
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If the former* a further fault of yours is that me, your 
teacher attained to Brahmao-hood and udcodscious of the 
least trace even of duulity* you imagine to exist as one with 
a secood: aod your view contradicts the Veda passage— One 
without a secood: there is no duality here. Qrant then the 
second alternative, because from it the above fault is absents 
Then (rejoins the teacher) how do you know mo one without 
a second as identical with Self t Through your statement and 
that of the Veda text quoted above. In this case you have 
attained the highest knowledge: nothing remains for you to 
question: when Self is known, nothing remains to be ques* 
tioned. The not-Self remains (says the pupil). No! For we 
have declared that by seeing Self all else becomes seen, in 
aooordance with the passage— Indeed by seebg, hearing, ponder* 
ing, knowing Self, all this becomes known. The pupil again 
argues that it is impossible that by the knowledge of Self all 
else should become known. To the teacher's question, Why so t 
—he replies:— Is all else different from or identical with Self? | 
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Nor to this may it be answered tliat, in regard to that which 
U destitute of botii general and special attributes, the very desire 
for special knowledge is iinpo^sible. For it follows that that some* 
i Ibiog destitute of general and special attributes must lie declared 
by yoo to eiist Nor, again, that no doubt is possible in regard to 
this reality (ivaiilpa), since it has been ascertained as something dif. 
fBreat from Nescience. For a doubt is possible in regard to that 
Reality which bas been invested by Nescience, even though the Re- 
ality may have been carefully discriminated from NeM^ieuce (tat), in 
that the latter is existing, since even up to this time Nescience 
bas Doi been destroyed Nor sgain may it be argued that since 
Nesdence is proved to be something surmised, it is quite impos« 
tible to discriminate it from Self which is its substrate, for that 
which is sormised hu no existence apart from the substrate in 
whidi it is sormised: henoe when by discriminstion the real 
maloro of Self as the substrate of all things bas been ascertained, 
tkm a fbrtber eonvtction should arise b the form— Nescience 
and its products, sormised in the Self (tatra), have no existence 
apart^from the Self : and thus since Nescience exisU not in Self, 
doabi ie .iapoasible» and questioo (in regard to Self) is also 
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The above argument is rejected because it doet not explain 
the origiual question, sc. Who is the seer of duality ? For the 
unrelated, unchanging Self or Witness cannot be the seer of 
duality; if this were so, there would be a vision of duality even 
at the time of moksha, emancipation. 

Here one (so. the pupil) may argue that the above conclusion, 
vis. a vision of duality at the' time of moksha, is not an un- 
satisfactory one, as duality is seen now (during moksba); for 
since moksba is eternal it exists always, henoe the time of 
moksha is all time according to the passage — and the freed 
is free— otherwise, if moksha were oceaaional, it would be non- 
eternal. The above is to be rejected because it contcadicts 
universal experience, for while knowledge of duality lasts no one 
experiences moksha. Nor does Veda teach what coutiadicts 
common experience : if such were the case it would follow that 
(Vedic) sentences declaring that stones float would have to 
bo regarded as literally true ; hence the time of moksha is not aU 
time^ for this would contradict common experience. Well then« 
since yon have yourself ascertained that all who know duality 
are seers of it^ you cannot ask a question in regard to the 9mr of 
duality thus proved by you (sva) to exist 
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.Nor may it b# trgaed tb«t» if the matter of a question ia on- 
known, the employment of worda in regard to that question it im- 
poaiible, in aocordanee with the well-known fact that words are not 
•mptoyed where a certain relation has not been peroeived. For even 
• word with a meaning can be employed when there is simply a 
knowledge of the form of the word, as ia the enee with mean* 
ioglees worda technically termed 9tobha (e. g. interjections), 
SAoe ia all cases it ia nmply a knowledge of the form of 
a word that is the cause of its employment And because the 
knowledge of a certain relation, (which knowledge is) commonly 
accepted at. the cause of the employment of a certain word, is 
the canse (or logical reason) determining the correctness 
(piiail9ya) of the word which is here the prama^a, it if not the 
tme cante (of the employment of that word).^ Nor can it be said 
that the real nature (rfyour Self it one of the following, or these 
Ukea together, via. those thingt beginning with the body and 
«n£ng with the mind, which are the objectt of the contcioutness 
tspressed by the word I, and are peroeired at diflferent from the 
aoi*8elf which is other than, they are. 

* To decide whether a. eertatn word has been rightly used wt 
flsnat know, the rektiont of thingt whioh. that word it intended to 
ttnfs y ; kit merdy^ to eaoonee A; all that we need know it tht forts. 
C c lt«te% inBeetioa 4e« of the word. 
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For these thin^ are products of Nescience, are known under 
the word my so far as they minister to my enjoyment, are 
known as subordinate to me, just as the umbrella frc. are, 
the means of comfort to another (sc. the raja); benoe these 
things, singly or together, cannot possibly constitute that Self, 
which is neither cause nor effect, which in its own nature is 
not to be rejected or accepted as an object of desire, which 
is not made known by the word my, which illumines all that 
is different from itself mo^t deari which at no time fails to 
pervade all things. Nor may it be replied thus — Accept as 
your own nature (S^^lf) that thing (svarupa) which was distin- 
guished by you from body ice, down to mind* For that thing 
also, the Self within, or Witness, is unknown. Nor again that 
putting Nescience out of view, we should accept as Self the 
lleality within, which per $$ is the object concealed by Nescience 
(tat). For doubt attaches to that Reality also, in that it cannot be 
discriminated as jiva or Fivara, or a9 something different from them. 
Nor may it. bo urged that such discrimination, is unnecessary since 
the. Reality itself: is. aioertoined, For this if no reply to the niaa 
who desires to know that Reality in Mo. 
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Kor can it be said tbat tliere U no contradiction in holding 
that the Witness, although consisting of all knowledge, is tlie 
•ecr of that Nescience which attaches to something other 
(than the Witness). For it would follow that the Highest Self 
is subject to error in thus beholding that Nescience which attaches 
to something other (than Self) ; and because this would contra- 
dict the passage—' there is no other seer but this one.' Nor 
1 again that eanaUting in all hunoUdge means the illumin- 
ing by Intelligence per as (Brahman) of all that is erroneously 
aarmised in it, and that this character (tat) is not opposed to that 
of being associated with Nesoienoe (avidyftvattvena). For by the 
passage — ^"without fault, without taint', Nescience is also denied 
in regard to Brahman (tatra). Nor may it be replied that this 
I prohibition extends to a real and not to an unreal (surmised) 
I Nescience. For the prohibition is general, and because a real 
I Nescieoce is not .a fact of experience. And because to jiva, as 
being aometing subsequent to Nescience, etemal-ness ab ante 
eaonot belong: otherwise the jfva state would not be put an end 
to by the cessation of Nescience, (according to the maxim that a 
positive entity, sa jlra, eternal ab ante is eternal wUhoul end — 
and tbns emancipation would be impossible). Nor will the thini 
altematift hold. For everything that is diCTerent fromjiva and 
Ibo Highest Self b nnintelUgent (ja4a) and could not therefore 
the power of vistoo. 
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Nor may it be argued that power of vision belong indeed to 
that pure Intelligence wiiicli porvadei both (jiva and Brahman). 
For it' thi« were so, Nc:»cience would have to be admitted also 
in regard to that pure Intelligetice (tatr&pi ;) and so to jIva, 
(whicTi would then have t<» be regnrdod as; fauhlfM and undclud* 
ed, would pertain the characters of being ever free and of consiiit- 
ing of all knowledge, as is the case with tl»e Highest Self. 
And because this tlireefold division * must be, in point of time, 
subsequent to the existence of the limiting adjunct (sc Nescience;. 

Nor may it be urged that the power of seeing Nescience it 
rightly predicated of you, whether you question or deny ; for if 
you do not admit the exutence of Nescience, your question or 
denial in regard to it is impossible. Because, to ascertaiu the 
truth, you must declare what the true nature is of tliat very seer 
of Nescience, sc. myself. Nor again, that you who know not 
the nature of your Self, thus, this 1 am asking about thi$ (nature 
of Self) could not ask a question. For a Question ii possible 
only when Nescience exists as to the matter of the question : other- 
wise, by admitting as alternatives knowledge or Nctcieiice of the 
matter in question, there would be no question at all ; (and then) 
in accordance with the maxim that one unquestioned should not 
address another, &c. (Manu, II. 110) the whole Veda would be a err- 
ing in the wilderness, forof itself it could notspeak (until questioned). 
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For of tbU obstruction, consUtiog in the contemplation of 
thoM ibiogt * fta paio, duality Sec), the substrate cannot be known 
with certainty. To explain — who is the seer of ilaulity T The 
•apreae Self (Bralitnu) / JIth T Or some third ? Not Brahman : 
for Brahman, consisting of all knowledge, cannot have a vision of 
duality, since Nescience, the cause of error, is absent* For accord- 
ing to the mle that errors pertains to him to whom Nescience 
pertains, that the deluded one knows truly (afterwards), it is as- 
eettained that Nescience, false and true knowledge, refer to out 
eofnmon substrate (or person) and therefore vision of duality (tat) 
CBS belong only to that which possesses Nescience. Next suppose 
tluljlva, as associated with Nescience* is the seer of duality. 
This eanoot be. For the identity of jiva with Brahman has been 
Jtdsrtd (in ^ti). Nor may it be nrged that though Brahman 
and jIva are really indentical (abbede'pi), the characters (belonging 
to tbem respectively) 0/ eonHMing of oil knowledge and of be* 
im§ the met of dualUy may be satiMfiict4>rily accoiiutcd for by re- 
eoofse to the settled relntion of reflected thing and reflexion of that 
tbiag. For there is a difference here. 

* The i^oss explaias that this is the lefutatiun of the sseoad 
•ksnalifs^ se. thai obstruction is a product of'Nssoieucs,— inatttotioa 
Misg the product of Nsscieaes, 
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ThuA, in the latter CMe, since the limiting ailjunct (sc. the 
mirror) is already in existence, it is proper, after the relation of 
reflected object, so. the face, and reflexion of the face in the mir* 
ror) has been formed, to account fur the perceived characters of 
purity and impurity (belonging respectively to the face and the 
reflexion of it) by recourse to this settled relation. But since in 
the present case, that very .duality which has been brought 
about by the vision of duality, is the limiting adjunct through 
whose influence the surmisal of a relation as lietween reflected 
object (sc. Brahman) and reflexion (sc. jiva) is made, there could be 
nothing to constitute a seer (of this duality) previous to that 
duality (or Nescience, tata^). Nor may it be replied that the 
objection implietl in the words * previous to that* cannot be 
raised, since the reflexion in Nescience, which is eternal ab 
ante, must also be eternal ab ante. For then an eternal seer 
of this eternal Nescience would also have to be maintained ; 
but such an etemnl seer cannot be maintained. Nor can it 
be said that tlie Witness is such an eternal seer (tathi). For 
to the Witness itself as consisting of all knowledge Nescience 
cannot attach, and therefore power of seeing tliat Nescience (tat) 
cannot belong. 
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28. Here it may be isked by way of objection why Self, if it is 

by nature absoluto Bliss, iloes 

O^iffctiM : Mt U 0At c<Hiinioii1;r not appear in conficiousnejta dur* 

iltTT rJdnrt iItg*T*^ 1 Vt ^ ytT^\^_ ^"S ^be transinigralory existence 

WW kJ!!^!^lfLAn^'CxA^ which M of tbe individual. Nor may the 

■■■■■I caaUfiTta. reply to tliin be that the appear- 

auce of Self in con^iouBncm* At 
the object of our bigheftt love is indeed the prenentntion of (Self as) 
abiolate Blias (c£ p. 10, note). For our consciousness (abhimana) 
does not take this turm (sc. I am pure Bliss). An<l further, l>ecau]H* 
DO one is conscious of such Bliss as that which Veda declares to 
be Ui6 nature of Self in the state of emancipation (moksha) in the 
pessage :— ell other creatures live on a part of this same Bliss &c. 

And because the manifestation of bliss (tat) is declared by 
Bniti to take place only at the time of mukshii in the pcusage :~ 
Bliss is the form of Brahman and is fiied in moksha. 

Agaia it may be urged tliat though Self as Bliss shines 
forth yet we are not conscious of it during transniigratory lifo, 
because of the hindrance then existing. What is this hindrance 7 
Is It Kesdeoce or a product of it I If Nescience, does it pertain 
lojlvaor to Brahman (parasya)f Not to Brahman, for to that 
which is all knowledge and is blameless Nesdence cannot pertain. 
*Kor to jlva which is indeotical with Brahman, as decbrea in the 
passages ;<—' there is ao other seer but that one ' ; ' Hot me enter) 
with thie linng Self Jlva'; 'that thoo art'; <all is that Self.' 
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Nor may it be replied that Nescience does oot really pertain 
even to jiva but by a mere fiction. For the same would apply 
to Brahman also. Nor cau it be urged (fin in Sniplctthepasarlraka 
c£p. IKsupra) that Nescience which has undiiferenced Intelli* 
gence as its locus, obstructs completely (i. e. both jIva* and 
Brahman). If unobstructed Bliss exists not during transroigra- 
tory life, there is nothing b^' the attainment of which an end 
may be put to the obstrucfion (of Bliss). Fur transmigratory 
life cannot be put an end to by the attainm«*nt of anything that 
pertains to the tranxmigratory life (sc. jIva). Nor may it be 
urged that even during transmigratory life unobstructeil Blias 
exists ; that the obstruction is not real but consists entirely iu 
inattention to (nou-discrimination of, anavadhftna) Self, just as 
inattention makes one lose sight of the jewel rouud one's neck ; 
(that this inattention) pertains to him who is overcome by the 
poison of sensuous objects, sc. sounds and the rest, which fall 
within the duality wrought by Nei^cience, and whose mind 
eagerly desires the sight of Self, and whose heart is drawn away, 
even while he beholds Self, by the bait of sensuous objects 
awakenetl by the firm impressions (these had left l»eh;nd io bit 
mind), and who thus finds no time to recognise that Self most 
dear, the lord of the universe, who as the web entering all things 
is very near to him. 
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*Br*hiiu|m (h^ exUteut, Blm, is noi'— such was my miiiUken 
J9420Mt: botaow that I have become that Brahman I know 
•el whither thai judpnent fled.... XLVI. 

The external world of lleru, &c.. was through Necisenoo 
wioaght in the One Realitj which is perfect Blisi : but now that 
knowledge of Brahman has been attained, where is that Nescience 
genef..XLVIL 

Seiaed hj the ills of life I became another, a mountain of 
pais, aeii wete; but now through knowledge of Self I am an 
ocsaaorBlisa...XLVIIL 

Then yearned I for little things and was much disquieted : 
bnl sodi yearning i$ no more, for now know ( the Self which is 

Bltss....ZUX 

Th^. creator of worUe am I, whose Self was drawn away by 
th#|V«!dnat«.ef Nesoieni^ (eo. bjK min4. sense-oigans An): now 
IhfMgh fnU mySeU; th# highest Hiss, has been manifested... L. 
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Thou hast been p6n«Ieretl and gained : long wert thou absent 
from me: now have I gained thee, never to leave thee LI. 

Without thee I cea^te to be : without me thou canst not be ; oh 
joy I thou art what I now have gained : Hail to thee I...LIL 

Bound was I in the l>ouds of conceit of bodj by those 
thieve^ the many forms of Nescience : but at the very sight of 
thee that bondage was destroyed. ..LIU. 

I am pun^ and emancipated, my form is more pervasive than 
the pervadingf (iilcala, ether): let numberless worlds then be 
within me» they touch not my Self... LI V. 

Formerly the whole collection of Vedic passages such as 
* that thou art ' was concealed (by Nescience) again and again ; but 
now ali^lute Bliss remains constant through the 'hearing' of 
he Veda...LV. 

• Var. lee. iviiifiii4 IWJ MHIIQMI^Q: i 
4 yiiifg3ui«iiiidru jini9 vfn frTeivQfnATj^ Vivii; i N. D's 
gloss, fifmadir. mm, mj. 
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And thus we declared ia diacassiog lakshana (p. 97): 'in regard 
to the own nature of a thing (i e. the thing in itaelQ* which is 
really one and without any attributot (cf. p. 64}, e. g. a human 
iaoe or tlie moon, a three*fold consciousnew of reflected object, 
itfleiion and the own nature of the thing ia observed to arise 
after a oonnezion between the own nature of tlie thing and cer- 
tain limiting adjuncts has been imagined.' Or let it be granted* 
thai in all eases it is the individual alone that is made known by 
the power of the word. The objection to this view,— namely, 
thai since the individuals are infinite in number, the connexion of 
the power of the word (with any one individual object) would 
sometimes bil (vyabhicliira)— will not hold good. For this ob- 
jecUon would apply equally to the other view— namely, that the 
Utarai meaning of a word (iakya as coming directly from the 
iakti of the word) is the individual as possessing a certain attri* 
bdte (viiishta). Because, although the attribute may be only one, 
the individnab possessing this attribute are many, as each is a 
sabjectf — there being many subjects. And since both' views are 
on the same footing (tasmftt), both the knowledge of the persts- 
^teat, (sc. jftti) which is the literal meaning of the word, and the 
knowledge of difference (sa vyaktl), can be produced through that 
attrOmto sc. Uissfnl character, which, while it essentially con- 
slitntes the literal meaning, is not itself the literal meaning (of 
tht word bUisX 
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For there is no reason to assume that the word bliii 
possesses a power in regard to this esseotial constitativa at* 
tribute also (tatrapi sc. anandatve): just as it is UDoeoessary 
to assume causal power as residing in thatattrilmte, which, while 
it is constitutive of causality, is outside (i. e., is not) the cause 
itself.^ Ilonco there is no contradiction in holding that blissful 
character pertains to Self. 

Having gained intuition of Self, which is Bliss, Existence, 
^ , ^ , ^ , , One without a second, made 

Tht tMclMr't Song of Joy. au l 4l * j 

known through that new and 
originative source of knowledge (so. the Witness, cC p. 102X I am 
become that Self....XLIV. 

That same * I * who, though reallv the One without a second, 
was once firmly persuaded of duality, am now identified with that 
One, having gained intuition of Bliss which is Self...XL[V. 

* Taking the stock example of da^da u the kira^a of ghaU 
da^datava resides in da^ and is the kirapatiracchedaka or attribute 
which essentially constitutes the causal power belonging to the da^ 
u being exactly oo^xtensive with it (anyanioattprasakta) ; but, on 
the other hand, da^tva is not the kira^ And so, while there ia 
a relation technically termed iakyati between the word inaoda and 
the individual, i. a the Self which is Bliss, it would be moorreet to say 
that inandatva which is the iakyat&faochedakai in this caae, is the 
sakya or literal meaning of the word &nanda. 
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And bfcauae soma differentia or excluding attribute nDunt be 
graiiled : if DOt» the differenriatiou remains uiipn>ved. Ami it 
caanoi be said that the differentiation proceeds per bc. For Self 
as the undifferenced : if not, it cannot be Brahnuin. 

Others again hold that the substrates, in which bliMfuI 

character and like attril»utes are 
AW tkst si tbt PufehspidikATits. mirmised. are just what the words 

bliss, (knowledge be), are com- 

iMonlj taken in this world to mean ; for in such worldly subHtrates 
also are surmised blissful character Ac Further, that on this view 
BO harm is done to Bliss (sc. the Self as the aim of man), 
for the attrilmte (sc. blissful character) is not accepted as nn 
object of desire; since itisonlj an individual substrate (of cer* 
tain attributes, tat) that is desired This view also commends 
itaelf only at first sight. For the meaning of the word bilM 
attaches indeed to the individual as possessed of ceruin attributes 
(vilishta), because it cannot attach to the individual per sf. And 
because it would for ever follow that non-blisHful character per- 
tains to that which is the suUtrate (sa Brahman) of a surmised 
attdbnte, sc blissful character. 

ao object exists apart from the sensation (vijglna), whence variety 
(bheda) of perceptions in the forms * this is blue', * this is yeltow ' dtc) 
Be admits that bi ntn s ss , yeltownsss 4e. are the eauses of the variety 
of peceeptioosy but denies that these attributes are anythiug distinct 
from the varioiM ssnsatioaa: ereiy sueh attribute is the attribute of 
a seosi^ien and is, nothing moni than the negaiion t/ m tn^g^Uon of 
iudf (svabhedlbhivaK that is to say, sensation is self-differet^Uatipg. 
Another de6nition of apoha is atadvy&vptti : here tat* nlla; atat- 
pfta; tyifritti-bbeda. et Siddh: moktAf : and Dinakarl to sL 49 of 
Bhjlsh4parieAeda» 
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For 10 a case where, in a certain substrate (jratra, ae. oaere,) 
an attribute (sc. stlver-nensj is not real (i. e. is falsely surmiaedX 
that substrate cannot mean that thing (sa silver) which iadudad 
within itself the surmised attribute: otherwise it follows that 
nacre would have to bear the meaning of the word silvers 

We reply : — 

On the view that the power * of a word attaches to an io« 

dividual as possessing certain 

Mt: jAti, gentraiitj. Hm no rvd ei- attributes, Self 18 the substrate 

'T^^mX"^"^ itHUriduai: ^f attributes; blissful character 

is the substrate of Self (ut). Or 

the view that it is only the individual that is declared by the 

power* of a word may be adopted XLIIL 

Although the word bli$$, as commonly understood, means as 
individual possessing blissful character, yet Self is the primary 
meauing of the word bliss. For since a single substrate (ekasya), 
when in relation with many limiting adjuncts, can give rise to 
uniform, persistent knowledge (anugata, whence existence of jiii 
or class is inferred, ct p(x 101, 8 supra) and to knowledge of dif- 
ference, (vyavfitti, i e. of individual things), to that single sub- 
strate can belong both doM character and individual character. 

* For iakU. <akya of. Vsd. Pertbh. Pandit Vol VL p^ 9^ et mq. 
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1^ fit mi wm m ^f^: ^m^i ^n^; ^q5lij^T5»- 
s^wwh; ^ fi itwf^ mn^cQ^ n^r^pn^ i ^ ^ww^^f^- 

27. Hare it may be asked by way of objection whether 
^ ^ ^^ ^^^ blifsful character and the other 
f«l clMracur, loMiUiv*, tocboiodl/ attnliutes exut in Self or not 

^^T "^-S t:;'ti:i'"Su:: ^^ •<>• -»^^^'^^^ ^'-y ^ ^^ ^^ 

BrskMs or wr. tbert tritu ioM. unreal (t. e. iuroiiwd). Real they 
b«mtkrowi. caonot be; for this would imply 

duality (ac. Self, and the real 
aUributet). Nor can they be unreal ; for this would imply that 
the Mibstrate (sc. Self it which these attributes are surmised) 
does Doi really possess blisiful character : just as that substrate, sa 
Dacre in which silTer-ness is surmised is not really silver. Nor (in 
reply) may it be urged (by tie Ved&ntin) that the possession of a 
BOi blissfol characterspossesdoD of a character other than blissful ; 
asd that such character also doee not pertain to Self. For the 
blissful character of Self wouB still remain unproved And the 
aeoood alternative^ sc. that blisfiil character does not exist in Self, 
will not boUL For the term bEsi is not applied to aoythbg which 
is DOi the substrata of the attribute blissful Nor can it be urged 
that this» the Bliss (or Brahmaa of Ved&ntaX is something trans- 
eaoding the common usage of the word. For the common and 
Vedic meanings of a word must be identical : to deny this (anyathi) 
would be to deny the adhikara^a (of the Pilrvamlmibps& L 3. 30), 
taaching thai words have the same meaning in Veda that they 
bava in common speech. 
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Nor is this transcendental Bliss what the sentence (as a 
whole, considered apart from its constituent words) means* 
For even so (the Vedic sentence) does not predicate blissful 
character as an attribute, since it is devoted to teaching the 
impartite (attributeless) Brahman. Xor is at all possible for 
one to desire transcendental bliss; for Piinidise and like supersen* 
suous objects of desire are also generically the same as worldly bliss. 
Here souie teachers niiglit interpoKd that bli^ful character is 

(predicated) merely with a view 
. ??.'??7i **'***' ?*?*^'"**^'^^ to the exclusion of all that is 

not bliss; but it is not meant 
that bliss as commonly understood is Self, for the relation of sub* 
jcct and attribute is not admitted ( in regard to the Self). Nor 
(continue these teachers) does dualiiitic doctrine follow logically on 
i«uch exclusion (differentiation), for such exclusion is nothing 
other tiian the substrate (or Self). In this way the attributes of 
possessing knowledge &c, are (by tliem) explained. The above view 
must be rejected ; for the exclusion urged above is nothing at alL 
And because thereon would follow the view of univer$al negation 
of the ViJQinav&dins).* 

* Apohav&da is the sensational i«t's reply to the qnestiott— f f 
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AUhongb no real teacher exists, for (the teacher as) one who 
knows in at ooce eiDaocipated, yet no contradictioo finds place 
here, because knowledge can arise through an vmagined tmiier. 
Nor can it be argued that what is imagined (sa the teacher) can- 
not bring about real knowledge. For this is possible as in the 
case of tbo Veda, and in the case of a reflexion. Nor again that 
our position is logically defectiTe because a doubt exists as 
to which of the two^ the teacher or the pupil, is here the 
•aimiser. For the surmiser is he who knows not, and this 
character cannot belong to the teacher, because in him^ as 
006 who knows, the germ of surmisal (sa a?idyl) exists not 
Hence when the pupil has gained intuition (of Self as Bmhman) 
which comes from the sentence 'that thou art' through the favour 
of Veda and teacher, and has set aside Nescience and its products 
whidi are obstructive of emancipatioo, then he becomes conscious 
of himself as the Eternal, pure Intelligence, unrelated, one 
witboat a second, Bliss ; then for bim all duties are at an end. 
Thoi we rightly spoke (in the opening verse p. 1) of ' hav- 
ing diieetly through ^ti aaoertained the Self which is bliss 
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And because Self has been proved to l»e absolute Bliss 
io such many passages as ' Brabiuao is iDtelligeuce, Blis-V mod 
ia that beginuiug, ' who could breutbe, who could breathe forth, 

if that Bliss existed not in the 

^'^ ""^'m. 1. «. ^^^^' ^^^ ^^^ ^^^^) ^ N^^ ^'*"» 

is at examination of Bliss'; 

and ending, 'that Bliss which is in man and that Bliss which 

is in the sun, both are one' — and ajain in the passage beginning 

Bbrigu V&ru^i (went to his father), aud ending with ' He per- 

'coifed that Bliss is Brahman/— and again in the passage, ' that 

^. . wt «t» m. ^^^^ ^ Infinite is Bliss. There 

ChftDd. Up. Til. SS. T>r . .. i» . . 

u no Bliss in anything finite — 

and b the passage beginning, ' Verily, a husband, is not dear that 

Tou may love the husband, but 
:bat you may love the Self, 

therefore a husband, is dear* and ending * Verily, everything is not 
dear that you may love everything, but that you may love the 
Self, therefore everything is dear/ 
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^^^roi <snniri^ B^f?i; n^nsRfiiffi ^ij ^ct fife 
iireci«it^m5^^i5«fiiffi 9wn fQcqcBifcig|fixii jjnsrt^- 

If Against this it be said that its aim is to urge those who 
seek emancipation to engage in hearing &c then it must be grant- 
ed that the paji^ge in which jlvanmukti is taught (tacchoHtram) 
is an arthavdda passage laudatory of the injunction (vidhi) to 
hear be and thus it is not possible to infer bj means of the passge 
teaching jlvanmukti that the body of him who has gained know- 
ledge continues to exist, for this is opposed to both natural and 
supernatural evidence.* Nor again is it to be argued that the 
continued existence of pr&rab«iha is confirmed by the example of 
an arrow shot from a bow. The analogy is not strict ; for in the 
former case, the arrow as the substrate in which the motion 
inheres is not destroyed (whereas Nescience, the substrate of 
pr&rabdba, is destroyed ex hypoikeai ). Nor again that the uni- 
versal opinion (of teachers) in regard to jlvanmukti is untouched 
( by the abave objection ). For in the absence of proof, common 
opinion is but blind tradition. Nor again that that the exposition 
by the ^Avtra-teachers of something unproved would be pur- 
poseless. For such exposition has its purpose in destroying the 
distrust in his teadier which the pupil through his ignorance 
night entertain. 

* aolami; so. the destruotion of the saipsktra follows on the 
destmetkw of avidyi its upidina, as is oommonly observed in regard to 
eaoss and eileets. Superhoiurtdf so. that afforded by such Vedio 
paesagss as 'the (etter of the heart is broken ke: Mn. Up. II. S. 8. 
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Hence (concludes the opponent) since Knowledge is by 
nature the destroyer of Nescience, instant emancipation accrues 
to him who knows ; and thus, in the absence of a teacher, the 
rise of Knowledge is impo&HibIa 

Nor is it correct to say that knowledge is certainly independent 
of a teacher. For as declared in druti passages, — So he who has a 

teacher knows: That knowledge 

^aK'ffl^kV' i* ^o^ ^ be obtained by argu- 

»• - \'v'ii' ment: Having obtained your 

boons (sc excellent teachers) un- 
derstand them : but a teacher will tell you the way to another life : 
Unless it (Self) be taught by another there is no way to it: 

but when it is declared by an- 
Ks|U Up. I. r s. other, then, Dearest, it is easy 

to understand. 
Our conclusion is not incorrect 

A teacher there can be, even though he be surmised : be can 

teach, as the Veda teaches. Nor 

Mft t AO unreal t«AcW can deeUrt • .1 l ^ ^ u ^f nnu, 

th« Real, Brabiiun. just u tb« uorvil *» ^**®" °®" ^® ****" ^^ P^ 
(am teen in water uiakot known Uit posius alternatives without ffiv- 
real bot iHwted Uicrdn. r- e i. . . . 

mg a reason for the adoption 

of one of them, for decision is arrived at though the (act that 

ignorance pertains (to one only, so. the pupil, avidyavattvena).... 

XUl 
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Nor may it be argned against this view that corporeal exii 
tenoe does not cease because of the retributive efficacy of action 
For being a product of Nescience, this retributive efficacy cann( 
prevail when Nescience has ceased to exist, just as the cloth is i 
end when the threads have ceased to exist. 

Nor may it be further urged that Nescience also continues t 
exist for a short time sufficient to bring about (for the individua 
the fruition of the actions (by him) in earlier spheres of existeno 
For this view would imply the loss to knowledge of its nature c 
the destroyer of Nescience. Nor against the above is it to I 
urged that this character of destroyer belongs to knowledge onl 
at a time subsequent (to that indicated above). For one and tk 
tame thing cannot have two natureB. Nor again that Nescicnc 
qud concealing power ceases (with the rise of knowledge, but qu 
projecting power it continues to exist in order to work out it 
retributive efficacy of actiona For there are not two Nescience 
Nor again that though oi%$ only, Nescience is possessed of two-fol 
power. For that the one thing should at the same time both t 
and cease to be is contradictory. Nor again that the cessation < 
the power merely is implied (above). For the power and th: 
which possesses power are identical: or if different. Nescient 
ooald not cease to be. 

thers is for the individual a eonsoiousnsss («bhimana) of his body i 
the form saifiskira or mtntU rsUnta: of. Yogasatra, L 1. 17*19. 
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Nor again that there is ccs.^tioD of Nescience ( tat ) through 
cessation of pr^rabdha. For the cessation of prarab<lha is not a 
source of knowledge (pramana, and only Knowleege can put an end 
to Nescience). Nor is it to be argued that after the cessation of 
prarabdha, Knowledge being unoUtructed (by prarabdha) puts 
an end to Nescience (tat). For when following on the destruction 
of prarabdha bodily existence has ceased, knowledge itself is not; 
and because knowledge prior (to the destruction of prarabdha) was 
obstructed by prarabdha (and could not therefore operate as the 
destroyer of nescience). Nor again, that a mental retentum of 
Nescience, technically termed leiavidya, continues to exist For this 
also is a product of Nescience (and must therfore pi^ri^h along with 
Nescience, its upiul&na or material cause): and because it is useless 
to apply the term retentum to that which really is Nescience. 
Nor may it be argued that the continued existence of a body 
for him who has gained knowledge is inferred on the authority of 
^ruti and Smfiti passages, which declare the (technical) jlvnn^ 
vixUcti state or emancipation of one while lilive. For it is not the 
aim of the SJUtra to teach jlranmukti. I 
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for the two are as ancoonected nn the moaDtains Himalaya and 
Yindhya. If (6) tbeo the attribute prolongs the existcuce of its 
sobstrate, otbenrise a suhstrateless attribute could not exist If 
(c) tbeo Koowledge itself brings about Nescience; and thus their 
woald be do opposition between Knowledge and Nescience. Not 
the fourth ; for both Knowledge and Nescienoe are positive entities, 
in that we have refuted the view that Nescience is the antecedent 
non-existence (negation) of knowledge : if this were not so, know- 
ledge and nescience could not exist at the same time. Hence 
(argues the opponent) since the opposition between Knowledge 
and Nescience cannot be intelligibly set forth, why should Know- 
ledge be regarded as the destroyer of Nescience, or why should not 
tlie reverse be held, se. Nescience is the destroyer of Knowledge t 

To this we reply ^— 

Nescienoe ia by nature the thing to be destroyed ; whereas 

lfH,Ui^«.Vr«u.-PP«^.« ('•«;« W) H^ncy belonging 
Bgit ADddarkawi: and tb« natmr$ ^ to Knowledge Constitutes the op- 
ilutiviitBostobtoiU«dfaiqu«tiM. posing character of Knowlc^^Jr^ 

jost as this is exemplified in the cise of darkness and li<{ht...XLI. 
Although in this case no other opposition can he intelligibly 
maintained, yet the opposition indicated above as the relation of 
destroyer and thing to be destroyed can certainly l>e thus main- 
tained, in that it is generally a<lmitted fact of induction that Know- 
ledge is by nature the destroyer of Nescience. 
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Nor may it bo a^^ke*! by way of objection why Nescience 
should not be the destroyer of Knowledgo, since the opposition 
between the two is quite the same, Twheiher Nescience or know- 
ledge be considered). Because if this were so, Knowledge could 
not indeed arise, since Nescience, the destroyer, was alrea<ly exist- 
ing: and further, because the settled nature of a thing cannot be 
called in question, as in the case of light and darkness. Nor can 
the reverse of this bo urged, as being opposed to experience. Nor 
will there follow (in regard to our view) the defects noted in regard 
to alternative (iii) pp. 135, 36, because it is sulisecfuent to know- 
ledgo that the nc^i^ation expressed in ' Nescience te not in trinal 
time' arises, — which neiiration is true knowledge, and is another 
synonym for bad ha (destruction). 

2G. Here it may be arguinl that if knowledge is by nature 

the destroyer of Nescience,thon 

Roductio ftd abfur.lum of the Vo'lftiiU : * , 

•nuuicipation, or the ccs^'atian of bodilj COrporcal existence Sbould at 

6ii«teno0, ii poMibU only throucha aftcred ^.^^^ /*a«oa f^w *U^ •%*<».« m»\>^ k«* 

tmeh,r ; but U„ U-»ciJ i. ».. impo..i..ili. ®"<'« <=*'"«« «>' *•»« »»•" *"P ?" 

t7,t(koowi»igede«iro}'<>fcM.-iono«o(irbM!lt knowledge, OQ hit obtaining 

bodUjibUuctk a product: ^j^^^ ^^^^^ of isolation in which 

consciousness of his body is at an end (videhakaivalya).* Since 
subsequent to the rise of knowledge Nescience together with its 
products is entirely destroyed. And thus the traditional line of 
teachers (of Brahmavitlya) would be destroyed, (and without a 
gum no emancipation .*). 

^ Videhkaivalya to be distinguished from jlranmaktt in whiob 
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It bis therefore been proved that IiSdha in the conviction as 
to the noo-ezistence in trinal time of that which was surmised, 
cooseqoent on the knowledge of a b&dhaka, or destroyer of the 
•onnisaL And thos Snrelvara declares :—^ Nescience with its 

is produced from sentences as ' that thou art' ^ 

qqm I iwidqiwmii^wiiaii* mgft^niw w^itfe is i mi i tqag i fir- 
mfll ki nmfilfil l The asatkhjUivadlns (^oTsvidios or M&dhya- 
Bukas) also maintain that the silver is not anirvaohaiifja but a blauk 
Doo-entity. That the silver appears to oonsoiousness is due solely to 
eofnition, whioh can tUumne (L g. make known) non-entity. Hence 
tven Udha makes known the non-ezistence of silrer thus— < this is 
Boi saver/" 

iw a^g j ^ i q I rnmnw n ^ mmi^ f fii fauu^iQqw fem- 

win veiiM muiiuifquwji^ i iwm m^A ra w c q w i fa : i nsfv wi^ 
f Mivmdv idaafii rti iwotowrwuifiiwrfaii?! j^dfliiiiiipjirar^iiMiufl* 
«I iw n^inf I irih w wuivvwit gnfwiwii: i 

•Then also the statement, on the asatkhyiti view, that cognition 
whidi csn illnmine qon-entity, makes the nonexistent silver sbinc 
fixth in oonsoiousnesst is incorrect. For immediate perception of a 
nenenti^ is unknown. And since power implies an object— thus, 
power in' regard to whstf — and sines in regard to a non-€*UUnt ohyd 
it csnnot be sffirmed either that it is an existing effect (kirya) or logi- 
esl effect (JQipya sc something made known), it follows that the 
asatkhyiti view is wholly erroneous. And the statement that b&dha 
dedsns the non-existence of silt er hss been slready reAited by the 
aayathikbyitividin, when treating of the itmakbyati view.** 

* The verse runs thus :— 

ftmsL OolL M& 9. feL verso. 
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25. Now the objection may be raisetl : — How can Knowledge 
be the destroyer of Nescience,? Because (tlie Siddliantin replies) 
ObjrcUofi : the tuppowi opp**ition they are opposed. Wbat» then, 
betwccu KnoivitHige nod Ne^i«iic« cao* is the Opposition between tbem ? 
Out u inulligiMy •taud : £)^pg jj coiihist (i) in the im- 

p<»8f:ibility of their existing at the sHme time? Or (ii) in the 
same phice ? Or (iii j in the one being the destroyer of the other, 
8c. that which is to be «ie.Ntroyed 7 Or (iv) in the positive and 
negative characters respectively of knowledge and nescience? 

Not the first: for knowledge mu^t exist at the same time 
along with Nescience which preceded, because the destruction of 
Nescience is subsequent to knowleiige ; otherwise knowledge would 
be useless. Nut the second : since (to prove his point of mutual 
opposition*) the Siddhautin is bound to declare that Knowledge 
anil Nescience have the s.une locus, because there would be no op* 
position between Kuowlc Ige and Nescience, if they had separate 
loci. On the third alteruauve, the destruction (ghata) of that 
which is to be destroyed must bo maintained. If it be replied 
that ghafakatva implies agency: — thus, it is that which brings 
about ghaiii, i. e. dlivui.»sa, destruction; then it may be asked 
whether (a) this ghata is an independent something, dutinct from 
that which is to be destroyed (vailhya) or (6) is an attribute of 
the vadhya or (c) is the vadhya itnelf ? 

If (a), then (U*truction of the vadhya would be impossibU» 

* iffwvii| I foinifv^rffinwA i gloss. 
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tbt destfyjer of hit error (lieoause yoa bold tbtt this coguitiou 
dettrojs onlj the Activity iu regard to the silvor; aud therefore this 
man, haviiig no desire for silver, would remoiu luactivo and still 
contioiie to regard the boore as silver). Hence, on the akhjiti view, 
neither error nor the destmction of it can be satisfactorily accounted 
for.- 

wiilMUfaamlt^UI ^I^HIwMQ fmraiT) xM 4^nt^ l ** The holders 
of the itmakbyftti view also declare that the silver is not erroneously 
•nnnised ( as the Vediutins hold ), but that since the silver is im- 
mediately peroeived without any intercourse (of sense-organs il-c. 
with itX it consists of knowledge ( samvit « vjJQina ) : that of this 
itUemml silver ( as thus constituted) there is a cognition under the 
fbrm of externality : that thit cognition is false. Further that the 
bldbo, expressed iu * this is not silver/ docs not certify to the noii- 
existence of silver but denies in regard to silver ( tatra ) externality, 
which externality is another synonym for thihmu ; because the deuial 
of the attribute^ so. this-nets or externality, is, in accordance with the 
law of fjoitimony, preforoble to the denial of both the subject, sc. the 
silver, and the attribute, so. its externality.^ 

fiviiv wt i4 mniHif ffii wftftn wtii i wj 91) ffOMiaiuiaiq «9§9 

nviiuufeiiq nTjoQii^iQ vrativin 1 mnj 1 «fif|wiraiQ{iifi 1 twiw 

itht mi 08 vwraMQ^ viiiai'wiHiiiidsnfH ffif Hiwiuy 1 Tiw ^ 
vfwfBffmi I iieBT«fq\i iifij vHfifc?v^ cwl wnj mn uffwuTwi 



faiwifagi: 1 9^ ni nnnr vfk m^t ■mfudwi Mu^ n vkh^ 1^ 
nm I gi^ ^Hiwufii fatirfii fit j naiw i ia i WH 1 iif?iih« f«ifod vM 

eumw^fmftg 1 ** Accorduig to the Atmakhyiti view also, cither the 
Ibffm of knowledge Is erroneously imposed on external (silver), or 
txtemality is imposed on the oilver which really cousisCs of knowledge I 
Koi the ilitl olteraative; Isr since according to v^Q&nav&da (senso- 



Digitized by 



Google 



ftifHrnjiura^ 



w 



I 



tionalism) no external objoot exists, it is irapossiblo to regard the 
silver as a substrate (in which something might bo sarmised)* for 
it cxistM not Or oven if the former alternative be admitted, our 
perception ought to take the form 'this silver is unreal' (and thia 
form it does not take). And against this it cannot be argued that 
since the term real is not applied (to the silver under discussion) the 
silver must of course be unreal. For if this were the ease, one would 
not attempt to grasp the (unreal) silver. Then, the other altemative 
remains, sc. exteruality is imposed on the silver (which is nothing more 
than a sonsation). In this case, since externality also exists not, the 
knowledge of it ootild not be perceptional (for perception dealt with 
taiviihaya or an existing object) ; and because on this view would 
follow asatkhjiiti or perception of blank non-entity ; and because there 
is no evidence to prove that the silver consists of jn&tia sa is a 
sensation. Nor is it correct to s^y that the knowledge of b&dha con* 
vcyed in ' this is not silver,' accepted in accordance with the law of 
parsimony, declarer by implication the inttrnal character of the silver, in 
denying its externality. For Ati-nfis ia nearness {Ms represents the 
object immediate, mosi nearly perceived) : and if thU-neu be denied (of 
the silver, cf. supra), then the silver must l>e something distant : bow- 
ever then oould that maximum of nearness, which constitutes the 
knower, peruin to silver (which the viJQftuaviUiin declares to be vUenwlA 
Nor does the silver consist in knowledge, been use it is immediately 
perceived without any intercourse of sense-organs «ke.; for the quali- 
fication without any intercourH Ao. is unproved, since interooiirse with 
•ense-organs (—though of the aUtukika kind, technically termed JQloa- 
laksha^ft pratyftsatti) due to some defect visual or otherwise, must be 
admitted in regard to silver existing elsewhere. 

Nor is it correct to say that tlie bidha expressed in 'this is not 
silver' denies external ihis-nesi and not the silver. The bidha denies 
neither, but it does deny the identity of the two. Aud when this 
identity is denied, the this-nest will oontinue to exist in the presented 
object, so. the nacre, and the silver aud the silver-ness will extst in 
some other pUoe and in some silver respectively. Benoe the ground- 
ing of error and its destruction aooording to the &tmakhy&ti view is 
quite untenable." 

It would appear from Dhimati p. 15, thnt the Itniakhyiti riew 
belongs to both the Sautrintikas as well as to the VijySuav&dins. 
iiuqumrmiriSuru •! ^iW viW fvini wnj: ft g fmrnvN^iQ 
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For this conviction (tasya) conAisting in the destruction of 
M that i$ not Brahman i^ de^tru€lion inH»miich as it inclu<ie8 
itself ^ (within the all). Nor is there room for the doubt whether 
the (world as) distinct from Brahman i^ or is not; for we have 
oreithrown this doubt by showing the inexplicabUUy of the world 
(c£ pp. 88, 89.) 

And because tlie hol^lor of the anyathfikhyati view has 
shown that neither error nor the de^ttruotion of it can be satis- 
factorily accounted for on the views of akhyati, atmakhy&ti or 
asatkbviti. f no attempt has been made here to discuss these 
▼iews for fear of ezteodio^; our bo«>k ; and because this discussion 
does not directly treat of the Self. ^ 



mif ^raniuiiQii i^faif • niiumiiiMMi^ cdis HiTaanmi} i wtmt^i 
fsiforafirfii ^Tvsnwn vnni: hwt % m^fm^nWh nui: i N. D.'s gloa. 
f N&nilikshiu thos states and refutes these views, borrowing 
•omeiiiBes even the words of the Bhimail (Biblio: Ind: pp. 11.18):— 

w^ frfsribfisravKimank pmrmvhidi mrami nnmn vm* 
f^qj) II ^ HfgndisfivshmW: ^hofin^: wmon) i ifwr fij mnf i ^ffti- 
iivofuoiifiv acisuin4 uniA ^ tvnfwrnn mmuiuid di^mFn i inw- 
nfus K uHwig fWWlfiwiMl nm^ i ''The holders of the akhyiti 
view maintain as follows:— that same perceptive cognition, whose 
differtiice from recollected knowledge Is not ooguised, and whioh brinj^ 
about the Indiscriminate esperienoe— *<Ai'i (noore) u iiipef^'^ wkore the 
knowledge of nacre Is not discriminated from that of silver-*ls com- 
monly regarded as srroiisoiM eo^iMon. And the object declared by this 
cognition Is not (what the Ved&otins technically term) anirvaohanlya, 
imrrlicmhUi tor the object lying before ns does exist And so too the 
knowledge of destiuction oonveyed in Aii i$ not tUmr puts an end to 
the activity merdy (which foUowtd on the earlier cognition— ^ec Iku U 
) but does not (as the Ved&ntins dedars) oeKify to the npn- 
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Dxistcnce, in time present, post and future^ of the object (so. siWsr) 
made known in the erroneous oognition ( — this is siWer^— ). ffeaot 
the anirvaohaiifjakhj&ti view of the Vedautins; so. that, at the time 
)f error, anirvachaniya, or unreal s'lver is produced, is untenable** 

The akhj^ti view of the Pr&bhikaras, it may be remarked, follows 
From their siddhiiita that all oognition, JQina, as being self-lumioous, 
lelf-evideociiig, svaprakisa, is true, yathirtha* Thus the conscioosoess 
izpressed in idam rajatam is not (as is commonlj supposed) arronaous 
cognition, bhrama; for both its factors, the one perceptional and em* 
3racing the idam, the other memorial and embracing the rajatam, art 
;rue. But here is akhy&ti, non-discrimination, of the two Motors 
iS distinct Such non-discrimination it of course due to some defect 
dosha ) viftuul or otherwise, and to the co-operation of the similaritj 
)etweon sukti and rajata which awakens the mental retentum, saipskira^ 
>f the rajata previously cognised. Cf. Dh&mati, p. 16. 

He coutiuucs : VQVT^ 9ITQ^ QTO^^ WiUJIdUJtlfti VTUnunS9- 

TO i?imeiHiiUHi9 1 NQi nvjeueifqiu^iiuj*juq«i} i ins Hiiiioia eovnr n 

Inmi^Tguq faft ftf I *' Ou the akbjati view error im thus aocounted 
or — percepiional cognition, whose diflfereuoe from wumarial cogoitioa 
las not been perceived, Im error, in that it leads to the experience of 
he thing hereafter to be rejected, so. silver, as identical with the 
hing perceived, sc nacre. This is wrong. Do the two, so. the peroep- 
ional and memorial cognitions, appear in consciousness cr not I If 
lot, they exist not For since you hold that knowledge is self- 
uminoos (self-evidencing), it follows necessarily that when knowledge 
bines not, it exists not (svarapa • satt&). If both the above oognitioni 
bine forth in consciousness, then non-porceptioo of the difference 
ctween them is impossible; for this difference does exist as oognitioo 
svarapatv&taJQlnitmakatvit). Uence also (to the perceptional 
ognltion ) does not belong ( as you maintain ) the power of bringing 
bout the experience of idinUtf (of silver and nacre). Therefore it is 
npo6sible» on this riew^ to account for orer. 80 too your grounding 
f badha, or destrootion o( error, is oontradictory. For where, in the 
see of a desire-less maa^ no activity follows ( on hiserror in regard to 
be nacre), the oognitioo expressed in * this is not silver' wonld not be 
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fsi^fiiv «i«^^ s««i!Ifi thii fiiwn: ^ V9 m^ ^Ffl 

If after a roan has falsely aurmised somethiDg in regard to 
an nnreUted substrate, whether he energise or not in regard 
to tlie anrroise^l object, there arises for him a knowledge, be it 
mediate or immediate, ooncemiog the substrate and dostructive of 
the surmised object, then after this knowled>;o there comes to 
him the conviction — this surmised object i$ not in time present, 
past and future, — which conviction is what the word badha 
means, as vouched for by the common experience of men. 

And it cannot be urged that this meaning (of the word 
bidba) applies also to the anyatbikhyftti view as shown by the 
oootezt For this view holds that the surmised thing (e. g. 
silver) exista elsewhere (while it is being surmised in the nacre — 
which the Ved&ntin denies). 

Thus, when intuition of the identity of Brahman and the 
Self has been attained, there arises the conviction, vouched for 
by one's own consciousness, that Nescience and its products, 
absolutely everything surmised to exist in Brahman (tatra) as 
substrate, do not exist in Brahman even in trinal tiino— this con- 
viction is termod the biidha of Nescience (tasya) in ro^anl to 
Biabman the substrate (tatra). Hence also the definition of 
ine:^ieabilUy given by those who know the traditional teaching 
is adequate : it runs thus :— inexplicability consists in the being 
the coonterentity to a negation made in regard to the substrate of 
that which is erroneously surmised.^ 

I •ctChilsttkbl, Pandit Vol IV. ^ 484, and Ved. paribh. Vol V. p. G60. 
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Nor can it be urged that Id the above defiDition the negation 
cannot hold as to trinal time ; for, although the negation concerns 
future time, the surmised object did exist in time past and 
present. This objection is due to a misunderstanding of the 
term inexplicaJnlity. For iiiezplicahiUty is not constituted 
merely by the temporary cliaracUr (of the object), since tem- 
porary character (tatliatva) belongs to jars and like objects, al« 
tdough such objtx;ts ar^ regarded by non-Vediintins (para) as real 
things. Nor can it be urged that (between real objects like jars. 
<&c. an I uureal objects like the snake and silver of the stock 
example) there is a difference, constituted by the qualification of 
being products of Nescience (in the case of the snake and silver). 
For what follows from this objection is that a new name» sc. 
Nescience, has been given to the cause (of things). Nor is there 
a difference (between these two classes of things) constituted hy 
the fact of tlio (latter class) being dostroyod by knowledge. For 
it would follow that in regard to this diffcreuce also (tasyapi), 
if it wore something real, the certain knowledge of its non- 
existouco could not arise. Nor can it bo urged that some further 
destruction must be sought for this couvictiou of the non-existence 
(of the world) — which conviction (the Vedantins teach) is de- 
struction of all causes and effects: otherwise (sa if this conviction 
be admitted as real, sat) Vedantic Monism is overthrown (i c 
there would in this case be two realities, vix.. Brahman and the 
conviction that the world is falseX 
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«« 13 i^ Id «ra: n^n jlaran^ aifviciiKqra^^ 

Well then, ( some one may ask ) how is Nescience proved ? 
The questioner himself must prove the Nescience which relates 
to bis Self: thus the question of How is impossible in re* 
sard to Nescience which is proved by one's own consciousness. 
Whence then emancipation for me ( he may w^k ). since my 
own consciousness is a proof of that Nescience which relates to 
Self, and which it the seed whence grows all that complex of evils 
beginning with (the false. notion of) agency &ct Know then 
( we reply ) that emancipation follows on the destruction of 
Nescience through an intuition of the identity of Self with the 
immediately presented Brahman— ( intuition effected) by means 
of the passage Uhat thou art* 

24. What is this deitrueiion of Nesoienoe t Some teachers. 

^ (Naiyiyikas) define it as the 

•eeoniiHtotiMV«iMtieuiimcLMi;». convicttoo that » previous cog- 

tion ) a predicate which ( really ) 
belonged to another subject This definition we reject because we 
do not admit the technical any(Uhdkky(lti or mistaken cognition ; 
and because it would follow on this view that there was no destruc- 
iioo of Nescience. 

Some of OS Ved&ntins^ hold that it b the cessation of Nes- 
dence to||;ether with its products. This view too commends itself 
at first sight onl^Tt for the definition fails to apply to Nescience 
and its products, if these are taken singly or together. 

* The Tiew of the n^MhapadikiviTara9a :— « ««t «m «I«t9i9 V^- 
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Further, what is meant by this cessation ? Is it to be defined 
as destruction merely 7 Or as destruction effected by knowledge t 
Or as something else} Or as the Self? Not as tht first ; for in 
regard to the destruction of a jar effected by the strokes of a 
pestle the word l>adha (tat) is not applied. Nor the second ; for 
then bodha would apply to the destruction of the earlier cognitioo 
effected by the later cognition, and because the definition extends 
too far to destruction of cognition merely. Not as the third ; for the 
definition will not apply to the destruction of that (something else 
supposed to be destruction, since a thing cannot be its own de* 
structioo) : and if there is no destruction of this something else, 
Vedantic Monism is overthrown. Not the fourth; for since Self 
is eternally established, it follows that knowledge (in regard to SelQ 
is unnecessary. 

Hence, since the very term badha cannot be explained, how is 
it possible that emancipation should follow on b&dha of Nescience 
and all its products I 

To this objection we reply:— 

The wise have declared that b&dha is conviction, expressed 
in Uho falsely surmised object is not ' following immediately on an 
intuition of the substrate (in which the thing was surmised)...XL 
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^ ^ gjr^?raift iTRreq^i: ^f^ia?*?: wg^m 

^ fiff uniRr wfeftg sw^ roww^; wisa^: »w 
Ti^vnraiflliili: qnn^t sfq mv; v^«n oifqai: «i^«- 

Kor may be retort tbat thus a similar objection will app]y to 
aoj question or deoial of ours in regard to aoythiug whatever. 
For we may well pot a question in regard to an object, which as 
something unknown is vouched for by the Witness, in order to 
destroy the Nescience investing that object ; or we may make 
a denial, i «. a rejection of the reality (svarupa) of that object 
because no pram&i^a for the said object is observed to exist. 
Well then (replies the opponent) my question as to the pro- 
oil^a for Nescaeooe, wbich is vouched for by the Witness, may 
be considered to the point alsa Very well then (we reply), 
you must admit a relation between Nescience and the Witness 
otherwise the Witness could not be a voucher for Nescience. 
Likewise you must admit that Nescience and the relation of 
the Witness with it are eternal a6 ante : if not, a soul cman* 
dpated previous to this relation being formed would now bo 
eonseioos of the world. Nor can it be said that even previous to 
this rslation there was another Nescience (which as cause brought 
iboot a coimexioQ between the second Nescience and the Wit- 
Diss) ; for it is easier to assume a single Nescienoe rather than a 

I of Mesdencea. 
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Hence also it must be granted that Nescience which can- 
not be accounted for save through something else, sa through 
relation ( of Nescience with the Witness), its own eterual-uess ab 
ante, its inexplicability, its character as a positive entity and as 
a unity possessing manifold powers, or through any other character 
which may be necessary to account for Nescience (sva), leads as to 
infer (kalpayati) all these cbaracterihtics. 

Thus the question whether there is any parmana for Nes- 
cience is quite useless, sinco Ne^^cience is vouched for only by the 
Witness. Nor can it be urged that the question whether a pra- 
m&na for Nescience exists miy be rightly put with a view to de- 
stroy the Nescience relating to Nescience. For there is no such 
thing as Nescience relating to Nescience; and because Nescience 
cannot be cognised through a pramano, since Nescience and pra- 
mana are contradictory, so. ojoana is put an end to ( nivarttya) by 
pram&M* (nivarttaka). Uence the well-koowo illustration of dark- 
nesa and the lamp : — thus, ' That dullest of dullbeads who would 
cognise Nescience by means of a prain&na, would forsooth go 
looking for darkness with a brilliant lamp !* 
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Nor maj it be urged that Nescience, which ii the antecedent 
negntioo^ of knowledge, U known through the non-perception^ of 
knowledge. For there can be no non-perception of the Self, 
which it itAelf eternal perception. Nor can Nescience, which \9 
the material cause of a po$Uive entity, sa the world, have itself 
a negative character. 

And thus since Nescience does not indeed exist, how was it 
daelared to be the cause of the world ? 

Not so (replies the Vedintin): Because knowlod$;e must 
precede a question ; and for a negation a previous knowledge of 
tlhi thing denied is essential Otherwise contradiction follows 
from question and negation (itab) XXXIX. 

Ilie opponent who puts the question. How is Nescience 
_ ^ . . . . .... proved? must be asked whether 

bf aaj praaSQt k rmtSmi lor bj Um his question concems the nature 
8«lf ortursAlwuaMt. ^j Nescience, or is a denial of 

Nescience, or asks for the evidence (prami^a) which proves Nes- 
cience. In the first case, if the nature of Nescience were uii* 
known^ his question would be impossible; for since a knowle<lge 
of the nature of Nescience is necessary previous to the question, 
that nature is known already to the opponent (Uva) and there- 
fore the question is unnecessary. 



'For pri^M4m and mnnpMbdU (or the sixth pramipa of the 
TeiinUns) et Ved. paHbb. Ptodit Vol VII. pp. 318436. 
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^ ?rif^ig ^ ^ vr^mftonwiwR^araqi ^rm: im: %^ 
5^ vrn ffH ?^ q^!?R^55iw^5n^i^^OTi f?^%im 

And ho may not reply ilmt the desire for special knowIe<1ge, 
following 00 general knowledge, U proper ; for the fault mentioned 
above (sc the desire is unnecessary) applies Jiere. Nor is a denial 
of Nescienee proper ; for, in accordance with the rule that the know, 
lodge of a negation must be preceded by a knowledge of the counter- 
entity (or thing denied}, a knowledge of the nature of Nescience 
(the thing now denied) must have existed previous (to the denial 
of NescienceX And he may not reply that of Nescience as some- 
thing known through error (i. e. false) a denial is proper. For when 
asked the question, — By what, and in regard to what, is this error 
effected t— his only reply will be, This error relates to Nescience 
and is effected by means of the false words uttered by some one 
else. And thus since the error is effected through Nescience 
which relates to itself, a second Nescience relating to the first 
Nescience is admitted, which gives rise to an inevitable regressos 
in infinitum. Alas, then, for the opponent who denies Nescience 
and, because of bis impatience of (our theory of ) a tingle Nes- 
cience, assumes a plurality of Nesciences, and in his pride fails to 
see the defects of this view sa contradiction, combrousneas tex— 
I the froe course of his view is indeed overthrown I 
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(The Yedaotin again interposes with thequestion) What doyou 
mean by proo/i Production (sc the production of an effect 
frooi a cause)! Or cognition ( implying pramana, instrument of 
cognition)! The first roeaniog will not serve your purpose; 
for, in regard to a thing eternal ab ante ( as Nescience is ) the 
alienee of proof i. e. of production ( tat ) is precisely what I am 
prepared to admit. Nor the second meaning ; for there is al)8ence 
of proof, i 6. of cognition (tat) because Nescience is proved by 
the Witness ( and not by any pramaQa). Again, no, ( replies the 
opponent ). For if Nescience is proved by the Witness, the un« 
related character of the Witness is overthrown ; and because the 
Witness conld not make known ( lit illumine ) Nescience without 
entering into relation with it Nor may the Yedaotin urge that 
though a real relation ( between the two ) is impossible, a relation 
may be falsely surmised For either the rehition or the related 
things must be thesurmiser of such surmisal; and thus would 
fellow, in order, the faults of self*dependence, logical see-aaw, loss 
to the Witness of its unchanging character and overthrow of its 
uiirelated character, and the impoesiblity of final emancipation. 

of the two things is now reeoUected ; (c) some defect either in the 
object or in the instrument of knorledge. The gloss continues :^ 
n vmnvnidn vif^viif^ r^fquamij 1 ^ wi jeliiMiii iiii vrf^ 
niltfl^l^hn^ VimminrvdUllit 1 Both (() and (^ presuppose 
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f%^i!5t?^^^?^ sfii «ri^?wi nra?m f^f«: railgrf?! 

Nor may the Ved&ntiQ urge that just as that enoneous surmital 
which is itself Nescieoce is eternal ab ante, so if an erroneous 
surmisal of couoexion with Nescience be regarded as eternal 
ab ante, then although this surmisal of connexion is not the 
product of Nescience &c. as the cause, yet by being dependent 
on Nescience (tat) it will come to an end on the cessation of 
Nescience ( tat ). For this erroneous surmisal of connexion which 
is eternal ab ante, sc. independent of production (i. e. of a 
producing cause), and a knowledge of which depends on the 
Witness, could not be dependent on Nescience (tat) as in no 
way standing in need of Nescience. Nor may be urged that the 
common fact of experience is that the knowledge of a relation 
depends on the knowledge of the things related. For although 
the knowledge of a relation as given by perception kc depends 
on a knowlcilge of the things related (tat), y«t here the reverse is 
the case, since Nescience, thoui^h it is one of the related things, 
must be in relation with the Witness in order to be known at all 
Nor may it be urged that for the sake of its own persistence a re* 
lation demands some related thing. For only that which exisuand 
is present in consciousness needs to persist And because that which 
is indepedent of a cause does persist independent of aught else. 
(The Vedintin assumed above that the sambandhadhy&sa wae 
uncaused). 
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And beeaoM the statement tKftt Nescience is the caose of the 
world is ipade with the Tiew merely of obviatiDg the awkward 
silence (apratibhi)* that ensues when one is asked the question, 
What b the cause of the worid t 

Sa. Now ariMs the question whether this Ncficicnco in, or is 

Vsduu k fampUobU ■opiisto. what is its cause f Ncsdcucc or 

Brahman t Not Nescienco ; for the vice of self-dopondonco follows 
oo Nesdenoe being produced by Nescience. If recourse be bad to 
a second Nescience (as a cause of this Nescience), an infinite re* 
gress and the othec vices result Nor can Brahman be the cause ; 
because causality does not pertain to Brahman, and because oroan- 
ctpatioo would become impossible (on the assumption of Brahman 
being the cause of Nescience, since the eternal Brshman as cause 
would CTer bring about Nescience). 



ittm»my wmm/^Maiim (rivartta) of the causs: the rope, lying on the 
road at right, sfispiort lo fe a snake. The world is an illusory mani- 
CesUtioa of Brahman, the only Bsal» due to MSyS the tntxpUcohU 
power of Bialunsn* 

For inunbba - , parie&ma-Tidin and connate terms suit Pandit Vol. 
Tinp.46& Pauebadall,aote,alsoGap.XlIlA.6«lMeo(thektter. 
• et HylyasauanitU p. S6h 
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Again, if this Nescience is not a product, then, as in the case 
of Brahman, there would bo no cessation of this positive entity 
(bhavasya), eternal ab ante. And it cannot be urged that there 
is adiiTorcnce between Nescience and Brahman, in that the former 
is faUfly surmised (i e. is unreal). For erroneous surmisal is 
iinpoiHiblo, in the absunco of certain m^^ans whereby the surmi<(al 
is olT«'Clud*^ Nor (to cN(*a|H) tho difliculty can it bo ur/(od that) 
this fahc surmisal is eternal ab ante, for the fact of there being 
false surmisal at all is not established It is proved (the Vedantia 
may urge), because true knowledge proves the surmisal to be 
false. Not so ; for this involves a logical see-saw, (se. if there be 
false surmisal, it is proved false by true knowledge ; and, if it be 
proved false by true knowledge, it is false surmisal). Nor can it 
be urged (by the Vedantin) that these logical fallacies serve todis. 
prove the reality (vastutva) of the thing under discussion (vastonal/) 
and can effect nothing in regard to Nescience which is falsely snr* 
mised; for Nescience itself is not real: hence it has been de* 
dared (the Ved&ntin coutiuue3)tliat what we Vedantius prize highly 
in our system is this, viz. that Nescience is hard to prove by argu* 
ment and pramiLna : if by these it were proved easily, the falsity 
( kalpitatva) of Nescience would be hard to prove. The above argu- 
ment is to be rejected, because the unreality of Nescience is not yet 
proved, since there is no proof for the iubjed itself (sc Nescience, 
in which the attribtiU of unreality may be supposed to reside). 

* The moans are (a) similarity of two things of whioh one ig 
mistaken Tor the oth^r; {h) a previous mtntal retsntum by wlueh oo^ 
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But if the stibttraie or thiog io itnelf it undivided, blieda, divi- 
mum. cannot reride in it — for that woold be a palpable contradiction 1 

To conclude this diacutrion of the not^Solf. We have proved 
that perception and the other lourcca of evidence in no way declare 
a difbreooe between Self and not-Self. 

tl Thna, we must reject the statement that the two sete of 
^iti passages, which deal with the cause of the world and declAre, 
the one that Brahman is, the other that Nescience is, the cause 
contradict each other. 

Through Nescience, Brahman is (said to be) tho cause of tho 
world ; for to Brahman causality does not pertain. Brahman is 
sMd to be cause as being simply the substrate (of Nescience which 
is the cause of the world) XXXVIIL 

Nesdence, eternal ab ante, inexplicable (of. note p. 28), is 
indeed the cause of the world, which is inexplicable and which is 
prored bj reason of its visibility &c. Brahman is not tho cause ; 
for the oncbanging one (Kii(astha) is neither cause nor eflfect, as 
declared in the wnti passage— * This is the Brahman, without 

cause and without effect, without 
'^^^ '■ anything inside or outside: this 

Stir is Brahman, omniscient 
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How then is Brahman dcchircd in S^niti to be the cause of the 

world ? Because to Brahman as the substrate and cause of the 

world causality is by a metaphor ascribed. And because the ^ruti 

passage declaratory of Brahman as the cause has a further purport 

From the Sruti passage—' (In the beginning) there wis that 

_ ,, „. ^ . one only, without a second/ 

Ch. Up. TL 1 1. . ' , . , , . 

—IS proved the unreUted nature 

of Brahman. But how is a notion of the unrelated Brahman (tat) 
possible! The well-known fact of common experience, sc that 
cause and effect are identical, (steps in to meet this difficulty)— 
thus it is not impossible to conceive of Brahman also as the cause 
of the world. And so the above passage (tasyab) finds its purptrt 
in merely making possible (for us) a notion of the unrelated 
Brahman (sambimvanabuddhi c£ p. 47 supra). Nor does Sruti 
imply that Nescience also is the cause of the world. For 
causality is affirmed as simply due to error (sc. the notion 
of cause depends on that of duality, which again is the 
outcome of Nescience). For a theory of cause and effect (as 
implying duality) lies outside the Upanishads, in that these con- 
fine their teaching to that of illu9ory inani/cittation * (vivartta). 

* The Vivarta-ridins or Miya-viJiiis or Ved&ntiot of S.iAkara's 
school bold that the cause ouly appears to passi but never really 
passes into a second state, sc. th$ iftd which is tbtrefort only an 
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If the first, then you will have to declare that such srarupa 
could not be tlie cause of auy experience ( vyarabSra* X ^nd thus 
you would ba?e to declare that what is made known by perceptioa 
fta is indeed Brahman under another name, sc. bheda,— ( Brah- 
man) which is not the object of any experieoce whatever, which 
is free from all attributes, which as proved by ^ruti is neither 
great nor small^ which is the Existent But this will not hold 
good as being contradicted by the iSruti— ' It is grasped not by the 
eye, nor by speech nor by the other devas (senses), not by penance or 

work/ On the second alternative 
M-. Up. UL L S. ^ ^^^^ ivarflpa, qualified by at- 

tributes, isbheda, if it be maintained that subject and attribute 
are different» then you will have to declare (as the cause of this 
difference) a second qualified-svarilpabheda and for the second a 
third, and so you will not escape the vice of an infinite regress. 
If subject and attribute be regarded as identical (abhede va) tl^en 
your qvudifisd svariipa does not exist I Nor again is your qualified 
tvarlipa made known by perception and the other sources of 
evidepca ; for it is attributeless, as is the svanipa of a thing in 
itself, sinoe the attribute colour doea not pertain to a coloured 
object^ and so with other attributes. 

' ' ' ' ' ■ ' ^ 

• wmn^ lW^wtfufaqftn aetioo, or cessation from aotioo, 
oQMsqnsat oa kaowledfo. 
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Nor is your qualiJUd avanipa an entity at all, for it is aoper* 
ceived apart from subject, attribute and the relation between these ; 
and because a qualified (determinate) judgment in regard to 
these three (t. e. one in which these three are combined) cannot be 
effected through them singly or taken together. Xor is it relets 
lion simply that constitutes (your) qualified st^atnlpo, for when all 
thrco are present to the mind, thus, Bubject, cUtribuU, and re* 
lotion, — no determinate judgment is observed to result, although 
the relation (between subject and attribute) was present to the 
mind. And because it would follow that there could be do de« 
terminate judgment in regard to the subject and attribute (if re* 
lation by itself were the qualified svarupa). 

Mor can it be argued at all that the thing itself it bheda: 
for since bheda (tasya) implying tearing cteunder coiisists 
in the destruction of tho thing itself, it ia impossible for the 
destruction and its counter-entity (sc. the thing which is destroyed) 
to be identcal. For the tearing of a piece of cloth is not the 
cloth itself: in fact, apart from the thing itself, or piece of cloth, 
this character-less, baseless tearing cannot be affirmed at all 
(asiddhi). Nor can that which is divided bAinna sc destroyed, 
be the substrate of anything : otherwise a btvken jar might be 
regarded as a receptacle for water ! 
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tno^nstfipt mwii^^i J^S'^^ 

coojoiot preseooe and absence, it ia proved that the world as 
detcribed abore (tat) has oo existence of its own (svarupa) 
apart from the Self (tat): and further when, in order to 
prove the identity of Brahman with the pare (attributeless) Self 
within, be ascertains beyond doubt that the being tlie cause of 
ike world and the not beit^ poaiiively presented and other at- 
tributes, and also the whole world beginning with ether— all of 
which are not pervasive as regards Brahman also— are surmised 
10 eiist in that pervasive Self which is Existent (sat, real), Intellt- 
gence, — are unreal (asat) as being surmised through error, (and - 
this he can do) in accordance with the method of conjoint 
presence and absence, and by having recourse to the method of 
nnreal predication and annulment of the same in accordance with 
such negative passages as ' Brahman is not this, not this' which find 
phioe immediately after passages setting forth the creation of the 
world Then, finding no certain evidence for the identity or non- 
identity of the two entities which are implied by the words that 
and <Aoii, and from which all relation with the not-Self has been 
removed (by the proce ss e s described above), the aspirant begins to 
doubt; and being pained by his experience of all those pains 
which spring from the many diseases of gestation onwards and 
which attend on iransmigratory life (as servants) on a r&ji, and 
deeming as poison even that pleasure which aoorues in the world 
of Brahoii. and not knowing that a knowledge of Self is the 
nectar-tea that quenches the fire of the world-conflagration, as 
declared in the passage^ *He who knows Self passes beyond 
•orrow^ be approaches bis most meictfol gona who has attained 
to intoitioii of the Self. 
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And being taught by the guru, by meann of that eternal 
faultless seutence 'that thou art', that the two unrelated (JuJdha) 
things implied by the words that and thoa are really identical, 
the aspirant himself attains intuition of the one reality without a 
second, and becomes self-contained in that Bliss which is his 
own nature, and delights in his Self (alone). 

Hence the statement, that (Vcdantic) Monism is overthrown 
by the fact that not-Self exists distinct from Self, was made 
through misunderstanding the meaning of Sruti. 

And as to the opponent's statement that svanyya is a bheda 

made known by perception and 

HUTiewtUtthooi«in«i-r.of athlng ^hc Other sources of evidence,- 
b fHftrtma U MU-cootnOictory: that is Utter nonseuse. For since 

perception &a make known the 
unreal (asat) they cannot make known svanipa or that which 
is; and further, because ivarupa cannot be proved to be bhcdcL. 
Why not, you ask t Then listen, and say whether you mean that 
svanipa, pure and simple, sc. destitute of all attributes, is bheda ; j 
or as qualified by attributes. I 



Digitized by 



Google 



%%0 Ui^MWklH^ I 



mi g «if^5^i«ife«Ofin«^r9Bifef?f ^m^ 59. nft 

Again it wbj be objected thai in many Sruti passages 

the fact of the world being a pro- 
iJi^^rSiril^^ ^ ^Jwct of Nescience is declared. 

thus: — 'This was encompassed 

hf deatk' Now all ibis was then undeveloped/ 'Indra 

of many forms goes along by 

pWW.'a ^^ "•P^ powers/ 'Know 

that the material cause of the 
tf. U^ nr. it. ^^,j j^ jj^^j^, . Non-entity was 

l^y . 1^ not, entity was not, darknciis, 

(Nescience), was*— and it also 

Tad. 8a. UL 1 S. follows from the reason laid 

down in the sQtra, *Oo the con* 
traiy, it ( the dream-world ) is Mayi merely, for its nature is not 
presented fully/ — thus, then, since the ^ruti passages contradict 
each olher^ let it be granted that neither Nescience uor Brahman 
is the cause of the world What then is the cause t Reply :— 
uhimale atomSi or any other appropriate cause ( sc pradli&na, 
nailer fta as propos e d by various thinkers ). Hence sinoe duality, 
lit the diflTersoce of not-Self from SelC which has been proved 
lb he real by perception and the other aouroes of evidence is on 
the nlert (against all attacks), it is not possible to prove (Vedan- 
tic) UoDism (se. Self alone is). 
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«iMri nsfnt^in nr^^A ^\^Tn PiR^Ri ^5^ BFHim^r^i 

Wherefore the opponent's view may be summed aplh as :— 
Your view of Monism is not proved even by the certain know- 
ledge that Self is identical with Brahman. For through pereeptioa 
and the other sources of evidence the existence of the DOt>Self 
as distinct from Self is a<snred. 

SI. The above view is to be rejected because the opponent 

has not understood the meaning 

import of those is not that aiicfa 
ft pAMase ftB ' that thou ftrt ' etUblisbes the not-Self as somethiog 
distinct, and then goes on to declare the identity of. the 
two pure ( attributeless ) portions (sa Intelligence or Brahman 
underlying what is meant by ' that ' and ' thou '). But when 
an aspirant of the highest order ( paramajijoasu, s& one who 
deniros intuition of Brahman as the Self within ) is convinced 
that the three sUtes of wakiog, dreaming and dreamless 
sleep, and tho complex of evils beginning with agency— all 
of which fail to attach (fyabhicbiri) to the unchangiag SeU 
within -aw erroneously surmised in that ?ery Self (Utraivft), the 
perrading Witness; that, therefore, by the iudueUve method of 
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iraiumf^inin; i ^ vsi^q^^Q^ wwiatft wot ^: 
«n^fri mm ^aum vlTniiifi^ifz^^m^JSii vfin^i fat- 

twwtRnh%^5iiwcqft^qf?i: i ^91 wtjoi^Rffl^Oinj 1 

(The above view it rejected ) because evariipabheda is essen* 
tial, and the other two fait to apptj io all cases. For it u useless 
to maiotain the two latter in that tbey are not the cause of a per* 
ception of difference ; and because the rule is that a consciousness 
whose toon remains unchanged has been brought about by an 
•nchangingolgect, i. e. by one whose form remains unchanged* Nor 
can it be uiged that on the view that svariipt is a bheda (tL e. the 
caose of a perception of difference) it follows tiiat svarQpa should 
make known a difference between itwlf and itself ( svasya svas- 
mit X For if svariipa fsva^yt) be inserted in the place of (i €. be 
regarded as) the eounUrenlity, there remains no loeu$ (or the 
difference : again, if svariipa be regarded as the locwi, no counter* 
tntUf remains. Nor does it follow that of the two, svariipa and 
bheda, one or otiier must remain by a process of exclusion, since 
one must (all within the other. For bheda is not something dif- 
Cerent from svarCipa. 

* wiMrn I QWT vHjtt v2isQi) ifif ewint ^k^^ irewl ^iwiai- 
im mkmi n m?m^nnmtf{ 1 wmii WT fti fa fa awym i gloss. Whils 
iiidividaai jars vary (t«ehn.^>are ananugata, non«pervasivs), the form of 
the peresption in each esse *s unchauged, thos, iku is a jar^ ihi» is a jar. 
This nncbangtd form of pereeptioo must therefore be due to an an- 
•hanging, pervssifS osuse (anugatam prayojakam) so. to the sim&nya 
Xe la ss a t tribute) jamess. The Vaisesbika thus proves the exisUnoe uf 
siaiaya as a sspsrate category. Applying the above argument the 
text urges that the nochsngiag element in regard to a peroeptioa of 
dtSmnee is svarapa. 
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Nor 18 there room here for the doubt whether bheda io the 
form of svurupa 'm the caune of tiio perception of difr.*rcnce in regard 
to a locus A different from or identuxil with (couutereutitj B). 

For in regard to an ohject merely ns presented the cun^^cioua* 
nesflof its difTcronce from or idi*ntity wall (nomething fUe) in effrctwl 
by the ueces^ity or nhsence of uecc^nity for the knowledt^e of {L t. 
by the presence or absence of a desire to know) the locos and 
couDtercntity. 

Again, it may be objected that it has already been shown rpp> 

(*)th.VedtnUet«»atthttth,worW 38-40 Kupra) that the World is 

lispruduotoj NMcitfMC4* •'. c if ruU«, it a product of Neitcieuce: henoe 

In £Mt oppo*«a to niM J Vfiiic p*i-at;€». ^^^ argument for duality (lit. 

bheda or the world as diflfereut from Self), biuted ixm it is on the 
authoritativeness of perception and the other sources of evidence 
(anurodheua) can find no place. 

This objection is set aside ; because it is not proved that the 
world is a product of Nescience (UHva), since many Sruti passages 
declare the world to be a product of Brahman : — 

Cb. Up. VI 1 1. ' I" ^'»^ beginning, my dear, the 

TAitk Up. in. l! exifftent was this,' 'That from 

■t n H. 1. which these beings are born/ 

•From that Self (Brahman) sprang eth^r*, • An small rparks come 

forth from Are, thus do all Devas, all worlds ; all these beings come 

forth from that Self: and so also 
BrfliM Use IL 1. 10. ^''^ '^^'^ declares—' From which 

Vsd. 8A. L 1. 1.' (Brahman) the production, kc 

of this (world)/ 
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Nor iloet it follow on tkit view that the terms svarupa and 
Mieda are ijnoo jma : for there is a difference of u«ige in regard 
to the term sva (which stands both for svariipa and bheda) 
aooording as dependence on other things (so. pratiyogi and anu- 
yogi) is iuteniled (when the term bheda is used), or independence 
(when the term svHfQpa is usedX Nor can it be siiid that this 
diflereoce of osage is impoHMiUle, if svarupa and bheda arc identical 
(aUiede); for it is observed that in regard to theiudividuul Devadatta 
oor experieoce of him as a father depends on his having a son. Nor 
must it lie argued tliat only that which is known through induction^ 
•• dependent on something else is bheda. For this deptndtni hhtda 
is identicaJ witli svarupa. Nor must it be arguetl that from this it 
will follow that that which is different from svsnipaf is itself des- 
litute of svarupa, otherwise svah&pa becomes a unity indivisible 
(akhaQ^a, in regard to which no predication of difieretice what- 
ever would be possible cC p. 64.). For even when a difference 
between two earthen jars is perceived, the jamess (orsvariipa) 
4oet not cease to be perceived. 

* Pripta, apri|itavivek% (a ny&ya of the POrvarolm&iaa ) « 
4iscrtainatioQ of matter which has heen already established from that 
which has not been thus established. lu this case the gha^svarflpa 
b |MipCa se. when gha^ is known, its svarQpa is also known, pripu ; 
and fhntasvarepa as bheda is aprftpta, beeause something else must be 
known in order that gha^svarQpa may constitute a diflTerenoe between 
the fha(a and that other thing, itwr fl UTqiTgim rnim iW lBq fW nvii 

(thing) ftmmws^ w iBi«4 mnrn Kw i %m \ t \ i gloss. 

t If svaripa is bheda, then pa(a as dlflTerent from gha|a must be 
•ihsvampa or a mere nothing* If pa^ also p o ssss sss svarapa» then 
svartpa oesses te be a bheda and beoomes a unity indivisible* iil* 
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QFi ^(^StS iwm^ fkwx^ ^ zrai o^iti ^n. 

Nor must it be argued that tiie one jar poenesses special 
attributes ^or inilividuaiity)^ difTerent from those of Uie other jar. 
For though this ponses^iion of special cUtribuiei exists, it is not 
admitted m a bheda because of the alreailj me&tined tiees 
which result in regard thereto. 

Nor can it be arguod that svarQpa is a bhetla only in Ihe case 
where this possesttion of diflferent attributes is founds For the 
svarvipas of things B. C. D. other thau A (auatmasvarupa)* are 
also pervaded by this vaidhsrmya. 

But the view of some teachers is to be rejected sc. that bheda 
is rightly three-fold; to jars kc i.e. to substances, qualities and 
action pertain svarupa, anyony&bh&va (the non-existence of one 
thin^ in another) and vaiJharmya; to class*gencrality (siin&nya), 
particularity (vi^esha) and intimate relation (samav&ya) pertaiu 
only the two, svarupa and anyony&bhava, because to these three 
(as being void of attributes,) vaidbarmya oannot attach ; to nega* 
tion (abh&va) pertains only svarupa, for to it the other two oannol 
apply, t 

X Vaidbarmya h^n m Ukivj^Mwa, individuality, or that whicb 
makes this jar what it is, as diatinot from jiti, elass^^^usrality or jar^ 
asss, which inbsrss in all jsrs alike, 

* &tuiasvarOpa • gbs^svliHkpa : an&tmasvarapa • pa(asfarOpa« 
t St Kba94ioakhao4ikbldya p. HI, (Beoarss, 1888). 
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Bui in Uiti wiy all difference ( dualitj ) has not been overthrown , 
fur there atill remains a diflference coustituted by the not*3elf, 
( which remaina as the difference, or negation, of the Self affirmed 
abote )• Nor is it correct to saj that perception, inference &a» which 
make known a difference between not-Self (and Self), are untrust- 
worthy, joa theevideoce which declares a difference between 
Self and the Highest Self is untrustworthy, since the confirmatory 
example (now adduced) cannot itself be proved. For there 
is no evidence declaratory of the difference between Self and the 
Highest Self, inasmuch ss these two are selMumiuous and cannot 
therefore be made known by a source of evidence. And because 
a totirce of eridence which makes known certain subjects as 
qualified by attributes, and which has fulfilled its funotiou already 
(anyathisiddbasya) by making known the difference between, 
these attributes, cannot make known a difference between 
Self and the Highest Self^ (or the subjecU). And beciiuse 
tncb a soorce of evidence is overthrown by another source of 
evidence^ sc the sentence 'that thou art,' which makes known the 
identity of the (two) subjects {that and thou). Nor can it be urgdd 
that there is something to overthrow perception, and the other 
praal^^ which make known a difference between Self and not-Self. 

• ct Ved. panbh. PUHlit VoL VII. p. 460 et seq. 
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Nor again that perception, inference &c., although they make 
known the not-Self per se, do not make known a difl(erence {be- 
tween Self and not-Self); because, whenever there is a knowledge of 
a diflference (bhoda), and of a locus (dbarmi) in which the difference 
resides, and of a countereotitj (pratiyogi) there arises the doubt 
whether these are known successively or simultaneously, and cither 
alternative is exposed to the vices of a see-saw, or self-dependence, 
or an infinite regress, or omission of a former supposition as use* 
less, or of aUence of a reason to compel the adoption of one of two 
alternatives &c^ 

(The above objections are not to be urged) because, even if per- 
ception and the other pram&nas make known no difference other 
than that of the own nature of a thing, it cannot be denied that 
they do make known the difference (constituted by) the own nature 
of thing (svarupa). Nor is it to be argued that (if svardpa is 
itself a bheda) the common experience 'this svarupa is different 
from that svarupa* becomes iinposHible (which experience implies 
that svaril(>a is the locus in which a bheda resides) ; for this ex* 
perienoe may be expl^iiued as certain other experiences! vix. 
the heail of Rahu' (which is all head), 'the intellij^ence of Self, 
(while Self really is intelligence), are explained (i. t. by the assump . 
tion of an attributive relatiou between things that are really 
identical). 

* For the general form of the argumt ut of. pp. 40-45 supra, 
enrroot defs. art :— w^OTWtia vauafvAi4lHiririrai| w^t^rwi: i vwit 
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Aoconlingljr, the right concluiioo is that a touroe of evidence 
makes known an object (prameya)^ which, as soinetliing unper- 
eeived, bad been voocbeil for b/ the Witness, even previous to the 
•zereise of the sonree of evidence. Hence there is no conflict 
•• to the eiisteoce of the Self (atra). And thus SureJvara 

T*itt0p.Bbsrfuatirtfti,p.i67.a declares: 'How can that not 
19.td.Apia. PooMi8Sf. exist in regard to which (yatra) 

•oareet of eridence, false sources of evidence and counterfeit 
eogDitioos, all alike declare truly (sa all these testify to the 
Witness or eternal Cognition per m, without which they could 
Botbe)*. 

Nor is there any uooertainty as to whether the two words 
("that' and Hhou') mean only one thing or more than one thing; 
for even if (he two wonls denote one thing, it is only the know* 
ledge effv^ted throogb a senteobe as a source of evidence thst 
eaa destrojr the errooeoos aotion that the two things meant by the 
words aiv distinct (i s. there must be the two words to make up 
the requisite eentenoe). Nor is one of tbe two wonls usele«s^ 
sinee to tbe absence of tbe seeottd word there woabl be no coo« 
tndictiott as to tbe literal weeoing, and, there£t;re, the Indivisible 
(Brahman) which is tbe thing meMt by tbe seoUMce eouM n/4 be 
madekaown through impliouios. AaJ because a wvrd alone 
if not a eonroe of evideiKe* 



^ 1 word serves mXj te rsssO aa e^^i ^ft^m^if ks^^m and 
dess aei tastMy le itsiealiiy. el. Ted. ^I'/b wUre sarf'ti (fe»Wte«i«//e^ 
iseuluded frsm ftamA (hfbi fcaewWIf^;. 
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Nor U implication impossible in regard to a primary teDteoee, 
For the primary character of a seuteoce consists io the sentence 
making known something which is independent of something 
else. And this primary character is independent of the question 
whether the sentence is to be understood literally or through 
implication. Nor does this view contradict the maxim (vc. irregu- 
larity is to be assumed in regard to a $econdary sentence only) 
for the maxim applies where the thing made known is made 
known by the power of the words (i. e. literuUy). 

20. Here it may be objected that what has been established 
* oiijcctutM by a khad«.%taiii (wiio " ^^at ( from such a sentence as 
piminuin. UiAt diuUity \m ^^^^ 'that tbou art'). throuL'h implU 
whiu it teacUat tiie iiieurity nf Jivft luid cotion, the identity if made 

I'AraroAtaiAU, «lo«« otii t«ftch U}« unr«a- , # i o •/> • ^ • # 

lity of iii« wurkl; for iU own nature oi kuown of the Self Within (pratya- 
l"^: ::rr/o:r.i'';::'b^^ gatman),-or that portion of pure 
!*•*»*?*•« Intelligence which penrades the 

throe states (of waking, dreaming and dreamless sleep), and it 
free from the various attributes of the trausmignttory spheres, sc 
agency &c., and the absoluto Existence, Intelligence, Blis^^or 
pure Intelligence, which pervades all products beginning with 
ether, and is free from the various attributes, sa thi being tk$ 
MCM of the world, Ac 
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As opponent mnj here object that if ( as suppoi^ed above ) 
implication is to apply through a faUel/ Aiirmificd cooncxion, then 
audi implication cannot be real ( and, therefore, the rei^nltiog 
intoitioo of Self will be false also). Do not speak so loud ( we 
reply) as if announcing something new! For it is abundantly 
dear that there is nothing repugnant to the grand tenet of 
Uonists in maintaining (as we do here) the faUity of duality, 
jost because duality is contradictory of Monium ( non-duality ). 

Nor will silence follow in regard to the thing implied (by the 
words that and thou, cf. p. 93) ; for the meaning of the word 
that is made known by such passages as ' Brahman, which is In- 
telligence, Bliss ' which are explauatory of the word. And since 
implieaticn does not attach to the words Intel ligenoe &c. in the 
abore passage, (tatra, sa theite words make known Brahman, direct* 
h, by abhidh&) there is no endless series of implications (cf. p. 93). 
Nor can it be argued thnt since (in the abore pasAago) an attribu- 
tive relation ( vaiiithtya) is made known (between Brahman) and 
certain class-attributes (s&m&nya), sc. tke poeeeseing intelligence Ac 
the thing implied, vis. the attribnteless (Brahman) cannot be prov- 
'•d by such psssages. For we Vedintins do not admit any 
SDch thing as class-attribute (generality) distinct from the individ- 
ttal thing, which is in relation with m/iny limiting adjuncts. 
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Since a pcrsisteot coosciousness* is due simply to the individual 
wliick persists in (or pervades) the cousciousoeu; just as tba ooa 
reflected thing, sc. the moou» pervades the many reflexions of 
the moon (and so gives rise to the persistent conscioutnets ' This 
is the same moon reflected in the many waters'). 

And the thing implied by the word thou can be d^Iared by 
such words as wUruw kc, in the manner already shown ( by 
bliigatyagaUkshani cf. p. 91). 

Nor can there be any controversy as to the existence of the 
Witness : for (if the Witness exisu not) it follows that there is an 
end to the exercise of all sources of evidence ; since, in the absence 
of the Witness, an unpereeived object, sc. one not declared in any 
true cognition, could not be proved to exist, (and if no unpereeived 
object exists, the pram&nas have nothing to energise in regard to). 
If it be held that Nescience is prove<l by a source of evidence, then 
there can be no destruction of Nescience ; ( for no prami^a can 
destroy the thing which it makes known, and Nescience ia in this 
CMse the thing made known ). Or if this be granted ( sc that Net* 
cience ic not dentroyed), then a source of evidence is useless, for in 
this case no sp«>oial result (atiiayasajoananivfitti) has been eflfected 
by it(pramiinakrit%, sa the object would still remain unpireeived^ 
aJQitaX (Nor can it be said that an unpereeived object is proved 
by error, i e. iu unperoeive<iness is a mistake simply), for such 
an object (being nothing) cannot be vouched for by any pramiya. 

* Fur aougatavyavah&ra and the Vaiissbika pruof of stoluya^ 
SM nou p. 108 iufra. 
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19. To this it it replied :— 

The identity of two opposed things it oot in<locd made known 
br the Veda. The rejection of the other soorces of evidence 
(te. perception, inference) taket place, when no other courte it 
pottible (than that of their rejection in (avourof Veda)....XXXVII. 

What waa said in regard to thia point, via. that tince there it 

no impoatibility ( contradiction ) 

W*m^lL^ bIh £i oJ^odli^l!^ ttttchiugto the primary mean- 
^rihliT: ^^ T^i'iS i«?' i"*P«^tion will not apply (to 
4mfiitd t a nlf of YoiU. titch tentencet at * that thou art*), 

eannot be accepted. For the identity of the two oppoeed things, 
rix. jfva and Pkramitman it orerthrown by a trustworthy tource 
of tTidence, aioce no genuine tource of evidence maket known 
the identity of two opposed things. Nor can it be argued that 
there it no iropottibility (in regard to the primary meaning), 
tince the Veda overthiowt all the utber tooroet of e? idence. For 
A thing (tc cognition ) it not rejected at &lte merely by toying^ 
4i ntiti be njeeted ; bot it it rejected becaite in no other way 
eta the attabUtLiof of itt object (to. that which it maket known) 
be tarod fipoas contradiction. 
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But whereas in the present case, the thing to be proved (tit, tc, 
that the sentence ' that thou art' teaches the identity of jiva and 
Brahman ) can be proved in another way« sa tlirough implicatioo, 
contradiction does certainly attach to the primary meaning of 
such a sentence (i e. the Vedic sentence ' that thou art' does not 
overthrow the other sources of evidence )• Otherwise ( t. €. if 
perception and the other sources of evidence, which contradict 
the literal meaning of a sentence, are to be rejected in. favour 
of the literal meaning) it will follow that implication will be 
altogether done away with : for, as concerning worldly usage 
also, implication obtains only in the case of a sentence whose 
authority is certain — ( if the sentence itself be of doubtful au- 
thority, no attempt is made to explain its implications X And so, 
when the other sources of evidence, which contradic the literal 
meaning of a sentence, are rejected as false because they are 
contiadicted by such a sentence, it follows that there will be no 
contradiction in regard to the sentence (i. e. it will have to be un* 
derstood literally) and therefore no implication will obtain in 
regard to it. 

And the connexion of the unrelated (sc. Self), which is the 
implied meaning of the words, with the literal meaning is not 
impossible ; for there can be a connexion surmised by Nescience 
between even that which is itself unrelated and certain limiting 
adjuncts, sc Nescience, internal organ be., just as owls that cannot 
see by day imagine that a coonexioD exists between the sun and 
I darkaesa. 
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Bat the above Wew (say others) it to be rejected ; Utr from 
it followR that boodage and emancipation do not refer to the same 
indiridoal (sc. the bound one ia the unreal jiva : the emancipated 
one is Brahman): alao thai striving after emancipation on the 
part of an aspirant if impoMible; for none strives after the eman- 
dpaiion of another, nor can his own destrucUon lie Uie aim of man. 
Kor can it be urged that because there is an end to pain (when 
Qom is destroyed), the absence of pain is indeed the aim of man. 
For to whom can this be an aim, since the man himself (or jIva) 
is (by sopposition) set aside as false 7 

And jIva is not unreal, for its identity with the real Self (the 
Highest Self) is declared in the passage, 'let me enter with this 
CUad. U^ TL I. 1 living Self (jlva)' 

And because a differenoa between them is denied in the 

but tliat one ' ; 

Nor may it be objected that to the Highest Self, which is by 
nature beyond the bonds of transmigration, cannot pertain the 
ehacactar of jIva, which is by nature subject to those bonds. 
Tor this is possible through the connexion (of the Paramitman) 
witb osrtain adjuocU such as Nesotence Ira, just as dark colour is 
fldaely ascribed to ether. 
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Nor from the passage, ' He ( flvara ) became like unto every 
form/ can it be maintained that jiva is a reflexion ; for by the 
word pratirupa is meant only the likeness (of the Self) to alt 
bodies whatever, as possesisog all attributes, human and the 
rest Or granting that jiva is a reflexion, it is tttill not unreal ; 
fur the identity of the reflected object and the reflexion is recog- 
nised (and the reflected object is real). How then, it maybe 
asked, does the consciousness of these as diflerent arise ? The reply 
is that in regard to the own nature of a thing ( svariipa ) which 
is really one and without any attributes, (c£ p. 64) & g. a hunun 
face or the moon, a three-fold consciousuess of reflected object, 
reflexion and own nature of the thing is observed to arise, after a 
connexion between the own nature of the thing and certain limiting 
adjuncts has been imagined. Hence the hypothesis, that in re- 
gard to such sentences as ' that thou art * commuuity of refer- 
ence (i.e. identity of that and tkau) obtains after one or other 
of the two has been rejected as false, is beyond the tenor of the 
Veda and irregular ( for, as shown above, both Parmmitman and 
jiva are real ). 

Hence it has not been proved that knowledge of the Self, the 
absolute Existence, Intelligence, Bliss, resulu from such teotences 
though implication. 
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Moreover, in the Vedanta, such sentences as ' that thou art ' 
&C. are primary to which all others are merely ancillary. And 
so, implication cannot appl^ to a primary sentence; it applies 
only to secondary sentences (itanitmiva), since these do not have 
their objects in constant conneiiou with the primary sentences 
(tatra); according to the maxim that 'the antu motion of an 
irregularity (such as that of puting aside the literal tor an tn^ 
plied meaning) is to be made only in regard to a secondary 
sentence. 

In regard to this some teachers hold that in a sentence such 

(») impik^ nM^^c,^ : lor W •• •^•^ ^l^^^ ^^' implicaUon is 
ikt Bdhod umtd hidka$imimidkl' not admitted. Nor can it be 

€r ptmna mntUtkcjm fabt. Um argued that (accordmg to their 
ISt^,:S^(^5^\^^^^ view) the relation of identity (sc. 
Uk Titweoij to niHH It; with hia that of referring to one and the 

same substrate) cannot attach to 
jlva and Paramltman opposed as they are. For this relation 
is possible when one of the two things has been proved false, as 
in the case of the rope and the snake mistaken for it Nor is 
it to be objected that since in answer to the question, — Which of 
the iwo^ jiva or Param&tman. is to be rejected as false t— no 
compelling reason for the adoption of one or other alter- 
native is forthcoming, one might urge that the Param&t- 
Baa should be rejected as false, in which case ^ruti (^astra ) 
would terminate with (teaching the reality of) jIva which is not 
the aim of uMk, and would therefore oease to be a source of right 
kaowledge. 
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For from the passage, ' Brahman is Existence, Intelligence 
Tuitt Up. 11. 1. ^''^ Infinite/ the reality of BmhniMU is ascer- 

tained, and therefore the rejection of the transmigrating Jlva as 
false follows hy a process of exclusion. 

What (it may be asked) is this jlva ? Is it iuteliiirent, or 
nnintelligent, If intelligent, j!va is indeed Brahman, and there* 
fore its rejection as false is impossible. If not intelligent, then 
jlva, like e:irthen pou &c. cannot l>e an enjoycr. It may be 
answered, there is no fault here ; for since jlva it a reflexion of 
Intelligence, it is not what is commonly known either as Intelligent 
or as onint€lli>;ent (sc. it is an inexplicable product, anirva* 
chauya, and therefore unreal). Nor can it be argued that a 
reflexion of the formless (colourless) Intelligence , (Bruhman) — 
is impossible, for a reflexion in clear water of formless (colourless) 
ether is a common (act ; and because of the Sruti passage-;-' Ue 
BriUd. Up. IL 6. 19. (Isvara) became like onto every 

form*. And when, in accordance 
iirfK^ Ud IL 4 «. ''"'* ^^"^ V^^^. • tb» •very 

sc Nescience and all ito products, have been rejected as false, 
then the Highest Self alone, pure Bliss, remains behind in the 
state of final emancipation. Thus, (in the above view) nothing 
is Icffc unexplained. 
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Nor cao it be urged against this view that as soon as it is ob- 
served that two words standing with the same case-affix refer to a 
common subject, the identity of the things denoted by the two 
words— which ideutity is the meaning of the whole sentence — is 
perceived ; and since this identity is impossible in the case of jiva 
and ParamJUman. two things with opposed attributes, sc. jIva is the 
transmigrating 8el( and Param&tman is the non-transmigrating 
Self, the primary (or direct) meaning (of such sentences) becomes 
impossible, and therefore implication may ri^'htly apply to them. 
For impossibility (cotradiction) cannot bold in r^ard to tlie 
meaning (or thing) established in a ^ruti passage (sc. that muri be 
which Sruti declaresX 

Nor can it be argued that the identity of th^ two non-opposed 
parts (of ^ia< and thou, sc. pure Intelligence) is made known 
(by ^ti.) by reason of the contradiction resulting from the 
eserciie of the other sources of evidence ( perception ) inference 
Ac. which declare a diflference lietween tlie two naturally distinct 
things (sc. jIva and Brahman). For the source of evidence which 
declares for a dilTerenoe is itself untrustworthy as being in opposi- 
tion to ^ruti. Otherwise (sc if perception, inference, &c. are not 
to be set aside by Sruti) a knowledge of the iropartite, One without 
a second, the Self within all things, could not result from f^ruti 
even by implication, as being contradicted by perception inference 
fte. which nuke known difference ( duality ) in all its formal 

* Bheda eommonly ditided into sig&tl(jra» vijAtfya and svagata, 
for which terns d PaoohadaAt nmdit VoL V. p. 667. 
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Autl so there is no impo.^sibility in regnrd to the primary 
meaning (of the sentence ' that thou art'). Nor can there lie 
a conoection bet^reen the literal and implied meanings of th« 
words; for the thing implied, so. Solf is unrelated. Nor can 
anything be related to the unrelated ; oor can the nnrelaied 
be implied; for this is not supported by experience. Nor is it 
a fact that an object, which is absolutely unnnmeabl(% can be 
made known by implication; for, in regard to such impiii^l object, 
silence must follow ( — the object being nameless). If in regard 
to the implied object (tatra) a further relation of implication^, 
be maintained, then the series of such relations becomes endless. 

Further, is one thing implied by the two words (that and 
tliou), or are two things implied? Not one thing; for then one 
of the two words is unnecessary, and it follows that there would 
be no ditTorence between the meaning of the words and the 
meaning of the sentence. Or if there be a difference, then the 
Impartite ( undifierenced Brahman) could not be what the sen- 
tence means, ( — the difference, whatever it might be, would be- 
come an attribute to Brahman of which it might be predicated ; 
but the sentence is supposed to teacii the attribute-less, predicate- 
less Brahman ). Hence also the second alternative (so. that hco 
things are implied by the two words) will not hold ; and also be- 
cause there would thou be no such rciatiou as implication be- 
tween them. For implication, which is |)ostulated to remove the 
contradiction which results when the identity of two opposed 
things is maintained, does not fulfil its function in teaching tbe 
identity of the two distinct things. 

* The technical lak A U ah ttk ai f d in bert meant : of. Ved. paribh. 
pandit Vol VI. p. 97. 
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Nor 19 it to be urged that intuitional character is an attribute 
oolj of the cognition (and not of the thing cogniflod); for 
toiuitioiial character is declared of the Self also in the pass^igc — 

Brih«L Ua III. 4. 1. ' ^•'^ immediately prcHcnteil. the 

positively presented Brahman, 
the Self which U within alL* 

What then, it may be axked, is this immodincy (or intuit 
tiooal character of the object) t It consists in the object cognised 
not being really divided oflf from the cogniser, (ke. the object is 
directly cognisai, without the intervention of any second 
cognition X And this not being divided off from ths eognifier, 
has its end in the cogni^er^ ; for it is a common fact that the 
farther tlie object cognised is removed from the cogniser, the 
more is its mediate (non-intuitional) character increased. And 
thus, if the Veda gives ri^e to mediate knowlelge of the Sjlf> 
which is by nature immediately presented, it gives rise to error, 
for it makes known a thing as other than it is {nc. the Vedt^ 
on this supposition, declares as mediately known the Self, 
which is really immediately known). And if intuition of Self, 
which is tlie means to final emancipation, is effocteii through 
the mind, ita aotrustworthiness follows, since it is etfected through 
an instmoient which does not always attend (vyalthichftri) right 
knowledge (se. the mind is sometimes the instrument of error). 

* Jiva the eognlstr, and Brahman the cog iilsodi lieeome one ; 
el Ved. parihL Pandit VoL IV. pp 306 et s<q. 
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Nor can its trustworthiness be urged on the ground that it is 
based on Veda; for (your contention is that) the Veda does 
not furnish intuitive (but only mediate) knowledge of the Self. 
And because your view (that mind is the organ of iotui* 
tion of the Self) contradicts the Sruti passage, which de- 
clares that Self is beyond speech and mind. Nor can yoo 
urge that this passage refers to a worldly mind ( unpurified by 
hearing S^.) ; for there is no reason why the primary meaning of 
the passage should be rejected. Nor can you urge that even if 
the view that Self is ma<lc known by Veda bo a<lopted» the same 
fault will apply, sc. that of contradiction in regard to the 
above Sruti passage. For (we hold that) Self (tat) is ma«le 
known through the relation technically termed implication 
( lakshana). 

18. Here it may be objected that implication doe^ not 

Obj.cii<«. :-{.) to uk. th. m,l.v aPP'y to •"<^'» "ent*""^' •« ' »•»»» 
Tftky* 'Uiu thou art* in an imjiiifd thou art'; for if a part of the 

MHM It to •iirr«n«itr tbo pumroouut ^. , , ^ , 

•uthority of v«iU t.> that of p^roeption, meaning Of the words be accepted 
bftrenc and th« other pramftnat. through what is technically tenn- 

ed bh^alakshand ( whereby a part of the meaning is abandoned 
and a part retained*), the abandonment of what is directly 
enounced in ^ruti follows as a consequence. 

• of. Ved. paribh. Vol VII. p. 317. 
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With regard to this point some ( Ved&Dtios ) * maintain that 

(k) Vtda jilM mind nHmmrj (or ^^^ instrumental cause of intui- 
iauMdUuksowiidctoCStlt tion of the Self is indeed the 

internal organ, assisted by the store of mental impressions 
springing from verbal knowledge (sa knowledge through Sruti ) 
which knowledge was effected through constant practice of 
I hearing and the other prescribed means. Nor is it to be argued 
that intuition which is dependent on (a store of) mental 
impressions is untrustworthy, as is the intuition of one's dead 
son (~such is tlie force of these mental impressions that the 
Cstber eeenie to see his dead son before his eyes — ). For trust 
is to be placed io this intuition of tlie Self, siuce it based on the 
Veda as its authority (labdapram&i^a). Nor can it be urged that 

this f iew is contradicted l>y the 
passage—' from which (Brahman) 
speech, with the mind, turns away unable to reach it.' For even 
if it be held that Self is made known by the Veda, the same 
oontradiotioa will result (in regard to the above passage, where 
jpeedl is said to turn away from Brahman). (And there is no 
eontradiction) because the above paMnge is iu tended to deny that 
the Self can be made known by human utterance, and by a miud 
.wnporified by Vedio purifications (sc hearing; pondering &c the 
Veda-word). 

* The view of Vlsbaspati Itiiia: ct BhimaU pp. M, 114. 
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Tiie aliovo view must bo rejected ; for tbe Veda cdom briogs 
aboui intuitional knowlcdjjo of the Self, since in tbe passage 

Met : It U U.. oh.r.ct.r of M.o o.-J^^t ' \ *'''' /"' »''** P*"»° (P"™'"**^ 

to be known (pr»inrya) that detenninet woich is made known 10 the UpO- 

tbo character o( the invtrumeDt of 'Lif/nM *¥t rrr g\ «/»% 

knowlctlge (prnmana). and not via "l^ihads, (Brihad Up. III. 9. 2G) 

rtrta: Srlf <Bimhman) being an eter- ^ oiialification is ddclikrad as 

nallyMlfpreMntedentity, all knowledge * q"a»ncaHOn 18 QeCiarea as 

of it mint be immediaU; and micb to the Self, Sa that of beill^ 

knowledge of it the Vrda can afford, if . , , • vr • « ■ 

the tenteucoa b« uken iu their impiUd niodo knOWn by the Upaui8haJ>^ 

tod Dot >» their Uural eenae. ^^j ^j^j^ qiialificatioD jUiUy ap- 

plies to Self, provided tliat the Self, while it ia not made 
known througli any Aource but the Upaninhads (itaravishayatve) 
ia made known through them alone ; otherwise the qualification 
ia unnecessary, if it docs not exclude other sources of evidence 
for the Self. (And) because it is a fact of experience thai human 
utterance too. sc. Thou art the tenth man, iic ^ does indeed bring 
about intuition of one's Self (when this is regarded as dwelling 
within one's body.) 

Nor ia it to l»o argued that (as a consequence of our view) 
the special character of the pram&na would be lost (sc in bringing 
about intuition, tbe iaiKlaprauiaQ'i would cease to bo what it is 
and would become prutyakshapramarm) : for the character of a 
pramftya depends on the object to be known f ; and tbe Self, the 
object iu this case, ia eternally (self-presented). 

• cf. P.iDohadasi'. Pandit Vol VIII. p. 589. 

t et Ved. paribh. Pundit Vol. VIL pp. 467 et s«q. 
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Nor can it be urged thut if Self i« the sole aim of man, it 
follows that there is no diflerence between an emancipate<l soul 
and one that is still in the bonds of transmigration. For there 
is a diderence between them due to their knowledge and ignor* 
aoce respectively. For the ignorant one being deceived, regards 
bis Self as agent and enjoyer, as in the bonds of transmigration 
and subject to decay and death. But he who has knowledge, 
when he has done away with Nescience as false, the caufte of all 
pain, and its products, on gaining intuition of the Self through 
the unanimity of the Vedas» of his teacher and his own experi- 
ence—the Self which is the substrate of the whole world, which, 
per cootra» is neither agent, nor enjoyer, nor bound in transmigra- 
lory bonds ; nor anhject to birth, decay and death ; ( but which ) 
is selMuminooa Existence, Intelligence Bliss, almolute in its own 
nature, described (in l^ti) as beyond hunger &c; as neither 
great nor small ; as noi tki$, not thU ; as Existence, Intelligence 
Ik^— then this one who has knowledge becomes the highest aim 
•of man (sa the Self X established in his greatneas, the absolute 
Bliss, nnlimilad as to space time and suhstauoe. 

Nor beyood this is anght to be desired ; for all desires find 
Ihtir goal in the attainment of Sel£ 
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17. An objection: How can intuition of Self he cffeciwl • 
ObjccUon.:-r«;V^« en effect only through Sruti, for Ouly tO know- 
•i«c/kir< knowledge of s«fW: ledge effected through a f«CDW- 

organ does intuitional character belong; and l»ecause it is the nature 
of verbal coinmunicatioD (lil»da) to bring nbOut non-intnitional 
( mediate ) knowleilge. Nor is it correct to say that the power 
to bring about intuition of the S^*lf, which is selfprcsontcd« 
justly belongs to verbal communication alno. Fi»r the nature of 
an instrument of knowledge cannot l»e changed, and because 
through verbal communication (and infereuce j:c.\ only a mediate 
knowledge of fire and like objects is effected, though these are 
fit objects for immediate knowledge. Nor is it right to hold that 
mediate knowle«)ge also, when repeated, l»ecomcs immediate; 
for such is not observed in regard to inferential knowledge. &c . 
since verbal character belongs equally to each succeeding cog* 
nition. Nor may an opponent reply,— Well then, away with 
intuition of Self! For (if there W no such thing as intuition) 
it will follow that there can l»e no destiuction of Nescience and 
its products which arc foimsof intuitional error, (since tiUni- 
f tonal error can l>e removed only by intu*tlon(d right know* 
ledgo ). Hence (concludes the opponent of p. 6G) there it do 
intuitional knowle<ige of the Self. 
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HeDoe abo the Naij&jikas are doludeil who bold that the 
Self hat knowledge, pleasure Ac as attributes. Nor can it be 
said that the line of argument (adopted above in regard to 
pleasure) will hold equallj well in regard to pain. For since paiu 
is absent from the states of dreamless sleep &c,, it cannot be the 
Self ( which is all perrasive ) : and because there is no evidence 
( to support the argument advanced in regard to pain ) ; and bo- 
case Sruti, declaratory of pleasure as the S^lf, contradicts this 
position. Accordingly, our view is that SelMioo<I alone consti- 
tutes the highest aim of man. Nor can the reproach that our 
podtion transcends human experience find place; for miglity 
fisbis like V}-&« and Vasishtha and mali&r&jas like (jLisIiabha, 
through a desire to obtain Sell^ put aside all pleasure, here and 
hereafter, together with the means of obtaining such. Nor can 
tie maxim that compliance with the mnjority is right apply here 
( to exdade the few like Vyasa and the rest ) ; for this maxim does 
ooi hold (even the opponent will admit) in regard to the false 
identification of the Self with the body (by the ignorant majority). 

Nor can it bo argued that even if the Self is pleasure, it can- 
iiot be the aim of man, on the ground that there is no such 
thing as pleasure in relation with itself (aa pleasure viewed as 
Self )i For the relation desired ( uddelyakatvit ), is that of iden- 
^yof Self (with pleasore)> 
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For pleasure is accepted as an absolute aim. 'How tnaj 
pleasure enter into the relation of identity with my beloved Self 
— the roan, who thus desires aud is unable to identify SM with 
pleasure because his mistaken notion (of Self and pleasure being 
distinct) prevails, is content to dt^ire merely the relation (between 
Self and pleasure). Nor can it be said that this relation is in itself 
the aim of man, for it is something other than pleasure and the 
absence of pain (which alone the opponent regards as the aims of 
man). But as regards the opponent's statement that pleasure can- 
not be the aim of pleasure, that was due to his falsely surmising 
that pleasure is not Sel£ Nor can it be urged that (on the view 
of Self and pleasure being identical) lepers and others would not 
choose deatli, since the very fact of this choice proved that Self is 
pleasure ; for, thinking that the body is the cause of pain to the 
l>eIovcd Self these men set at nought the body and not the Self :— 
(they do not disregard the Self) as is proved by the (act that they 
do desire pleosure in the world to come. For this reason death at 
one or other of the favourite tirthas is praised (in the S&stras), 
since death too is an abandonment of the body. 

• tilimilQr^V^aWfWTII var. lee. 
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Nor CM it be aisaed tliat Self, iiin^much a^ it is not nome- 
thiog that can be brouglit about aa a renuit, caiioot be the niro 
of mail ; for it has been disproved* that a homtin aim consUtu in 
aomethiog to be brought about as a result Nor can it be argued 
that the aspirant to emancipation would not engago (in hearinq 
and tbe other prescribed means), if he were to have in view the 
absence of pain (sc the Self) which is self-establivhod (Le. alremiy 
eiists independent of bis efforts). For it acconU with our view 
Uiot activity (on the part of the aspimnt) should be impossible 
after be has gained intuition of Self as identical with Brahman : 
because the result of bis activity (tat) has been brought al)out ; 
whereas, previous to this, his activity is fruitful only through his 
intuition of Self as identical with Brahman, which is the cessation 
o( all pain. Nor is it to be urged that knowledge also is not some- 
thing to be brought about as a result, because the mental modifi- 
cation (vptti* which is supposed to give rise to the intuition) is 
aoiaetbing fislsely imagined, and because knowledge (chaitanya, 
Brabman) is tbe Belt For this judgment (as to the CiUsity of 
mental activity) is subsequent to the rise of (perfect) knowledge 
(sa tbe intnition of the identity of Brahman and the Self). 

• faimijtiwilltfa ia: 1 GUms. ot Vod. So. L U 4. BbUbya 
taloea 
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Nor U it to be arj^ued that the abAonce of pain is not alooo 
the aim of man. Iiecause. as a matter of fact, through the greed 
for pleaMure to be enjoyed, activity follows in regard to an ob- 
viously painful object For the Self in its character of the 
highest Ulibs is pleasure also. Nor is there any contnulictioa here, 
for we have proved that Self, as the object of the highest love, 
is pleasure ( cf. p. 10.)> since love for a Self which is not pleasure 
is unknown. And it niui^t not be urged that because pleasure 
is something produced, the identity of a product ( sc. pleasure ) 
and a non-proJuct ( sc. Self) is impossible : for it has not been 
proved that plcisure is a product. And it cannot be urged that 
the consciousnc'Hs ' pleasure has been prodaced for me ' is a proof 
of this ; for the above consciousness was brought about in another 
way, 8C. through the rise of a mental modification capable of 
manifesting ( i. e., removing the veil of Nescience from ) pleasure 
which is the Self,— (and this was possible) through the merit 
acquired by the individual in his former lives. Nor is it to be 
argued that (if Self and pleasure are identical ) our consciousaeas 
should take the form 'I am pleasure/ For, as against him who 
knows the truth, this is merely to aiRrm what he himself main- 
tains ; but such consciousncAs does not accrue to him who knows 
not the truth, because he fulnely identifies the Self with his body 
and with his consciousness of 'r (abai|ik&ra), which a^n have been 
falsely surmised ( in the Self ) : and because in his case the Self 
appears in consciousness (sa I am happy) as subordinate to his 
body and ahai}ik&ra ( tatra ). 
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How ciD that Mi bo your aim by the mere knowledge of 

wbich aJl desiree fto^ theeftuaes of pftiu, periah instantly f... 

..JUtXV. 

le bo not a booet who njecte that Self wbich as Blise ie 
▼OQcbod for by all limg beioge in ike state of droainlcss sleep f... 
XXZVL 

Grant then (at the opponent holds) that fitness to be 

' ..-..- accepted as the aim of mao con- 
Bit obifctloM Mi la anan: Mf . . . , . . . . ^ 
«%ick if alaolvu BliM» wiiiiiii ■• tk# sisU in the tiling being indcpen- 
kif^mA aia W Bta. j^^^ ^f ^^^^^ ^^ g^^ ^^j^ ^^. 

dep$Ad4no$ abides only in the Self; for pleasure and the absence 
of pain are Cmt ibo sake of Self (tat). If this were not so, one 
nugfat aooepi as oao*s aims the pleasure and almeoce of pain per- 
laiaiag t# OMther. Heooe Self is the highest aim of mao ; and 
lirtber, bocaose Self is pleasure and the absence of pab. Nor can 
U bo ofgod against oar view that Self as a po$Uiv$ entity cannot 
bo tbo myafum of pais. 
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Tbis wouIJ be a weak poiot in our position, if to Self pain 
pertaineJ as sometiring absolutely real : but such is not the case. 
But the man whose vision of Self has been overcome by the heat 
of that deadly poison sc* his passions, lurking in that poison-fang* 
sc. the false consciousness of his body, seuAC-organs &c. (as iJenti 
cal with SclQ — which issues from the hood of that serpent Nes- 
cience ; — such a man merely surmises in the Self, to which in 
reality no pain belongs, all those pains which issue from the vari- 
ous hells, raurava and the rest ; just as one might surmise dark* 
ness in the sun. And the negation of a falsely surmised thing is 
no other than the substrate itself (in which that thing was falsely 
surmised, for only as identical with the substrato was it surmised ; 
and because, as distinct from the substrate, it is non-entity ; and 
becaose the negation of non-entity is entity. Hence even the 
thinker who holds that the cessation of pain is the only aim of 
man has the Self indeed as his highest aim ; because Self (tas}*a) 
U the cessation of all this world of pain. 
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a^«: ^ijniHf in^i ip^ fq§: i 
i>i^u*^iAM^ii4iwinn4i fwi n^ nn: i 

16. That which it the Self of all things; for Uie sake of 
which the whole world is ; that ooeao of bliss, iodependent of aught 
else ;— pray dt-clare how this Self is to be rejected as the aim of 
maa XXVI. 

How is that to be rejected which is the Exbteoce of all 
things; that from which all that is regarded as distinct is sheer 
MO-eotity like the horns of a man f XXYIL 

How is that to be rejected under whose control are all liring 

things from Brahmi down to insects ; the ruler of all things t 

JLTfUL 

How is that to be iqeded which the wise know to be the 
eye of all things; the mind of the mind, the light of Ught% the 
bright, penradiug one }•••« XXIX. 

How is that to be rejected, the Self which is Bliss, which, 
when it has gone to darkness on its two wings of Joy* and great 
joy, giTSS life to all the worids t XXX. 

•ATaitt Up.U:5. I 
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v^rm a^^o^ v^i^: wa^oj?; i 

That ocean of Bliss of which only a small portion belongs to 
this world ; that sea of pleasure which pervades the world of 
Brahiiia and the rest, who would reject ? XXXI. 

That which being known, the majesty of Hiranyagarbha is 
estimated as nothing ; * how can that which is the utmost limit 
of all human aims be not the aim of man} XXXIL 

How can that not be the aim of men through desire for which 
Indra and the othersf , happy as they were, entered on pupiUge 
and abandoned each his own sphere of happiness f..«#^....XXXIIL 

All the various actions, sc sacrifices &c, prescribed in the 
Veda, have as their result the desire to know that Self (yat) ^ : 
pray then declare how you can reject that Self, XXXIV. 

• cf. Tsitt. Up. II. 8. A. and Max MuUtr's note, la /m^ 

t ef. Ohind. Up. VIII. 7 et. soq. 

X The true aim of Vedio saorifioe is not the securiog U a tiaa* 
siont paraJiso (svarga) for the saerificer, but that purification of his 
mind whereby he may gain intuition of Self which is Bliss etenaL 
Psrsdise is but the half-way hous^ as it were, te reach wkieh he eu- 
gages in sacrifice vho knows not this highest truth. 



Digitized by 



Google 



fH n QQirai^T s^vid: coin va rf^m^a^am- 

1 ^ ft w^i: iinwni^ nsg^rapim i i ?lwravii- 
ww ^ ^5^^wi3ft i nfn^arwBhn ?! wnwroj B?flffi i 

Mof«OTer» if this Self b the aim of nmo, how U it that living 
beiQjf (livegtr%l tha Sdlf which is to be attaa»d without diiii ;ul* 
tj, aod through a * desire for seusuous pleasure g » t) die at oue 
or other of the fisrourite tlrth^f Nor cao it be said th%t these 
■sea are deluded, for otoo the ^tras approve their action : thus, 
^ ^ .^ ^ • Dear one ! thy resolve to die at 

Prayiga thou shalt DOt yield 
through word of nao or Veda.* And it is a commoii fact that 
lepers and others^ seeking rest from paia, choose to die. What 
ibea. (the Vediotio ask^) is somothing other than Self to be ac- 
eepteiLas the aim of mta t Assuredly ; for the acceptance of pica* 
ears and the absence of pain and the mean^ thereto, via^ sons and 
boose, cattle kc^ as aims, b without reproach. 

Kow it may be urged that some men disr^rding all present 
and future pleasure and the mmns thereto, and koeping in view 
the Self aloae, enter ou kiarinff and the other prescribed means. 
Well then, according to the maxim that compliance with the opi- 
nioo of the) many is right» let theee men be considered the delud* 
od OMs; Ibr they are few indeed. It may be urged that the Veda 
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d«cUre8 that the Self is pleasure in the pamafi^e ' Brahman is In- 
telligence Blisa* This mi^y be f^ranted ; but by thb is not meant 
that Self is the aim of man : for pleasure in itself is not an aim 
but only M being in relation with one's Sel£ Otherwise the plea- 
sure of an enemy also would become an aim. Nor is pleasure the 
aim of pleasure (which the Vedaotin identifies with SeIC) It may 
be urged that wordly pleasure, mingled as it is with all kinds of 
pain, certainly cannot be accepted as the aim of man. This objec- 
tion is to be set aside, because no other resource (than thissorrq^- 
mingled pleasure) is open to man : nor does the fear of beggars 
deter one from putting the cool^ing pot on the fire. But (you say) 
pain comes. Away with it then I But pleasure is indeed the aim 
of man. Why then for the sake of a knowledge of the Self are 
injunctions as to hioring tc prescribed in the Veda t Simply to 
bring pain to an end. 

To the fiew thus laid, down, m. Self is not the aim of man, 
wo reply ; [ 
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uiiNwidiwinraw ftwgroq w1«nm i f« ^ wsw 
f4i^ivii<{if^ it yaflrffi BfftffiB^: ^ ^ fi?f^ «wi- 

w^ MiiiuiliiidnTidim^ mn $h% awfuwwnj i to 

beeaote Uie reUttoo botwden pIcMiire and Si*If tcotmically terme<l 
•amarija, intimate, it not a product (it is considered nitya. eter- 
nal in the Nyijra). Nor is there evidence for pleasure independent 
of (as) ooi in relatioo with the Self, nor do you admit such ; for 
what yoy admit is eternal pleasure only, identical with Self. More- 
0fer, ifSelfaad pleasure were identical, our consciousness ought 
to take the form ' I am pleasure'— which is not the case. Heuce 
Self is iudeed not to be accepted as an aim ; because it is diflfer« 
eni from pletsnre and the absence of pain. Nor apart from these 
two is there any other human aim, so that Self might be accepted 
as an aim by those desiring emancipation. Nor can it be held that 
eelf-bood constitutes the highest aim of roan, since this is not the 
oommon experience of the world ; for pleasure and the absence of 
pain, lekting to ourselves, are the only desirable things :— thus 
'may pteaeure be mine; *may pain cease for me.' Nf>r does desire 
lake Ike form,*—* may Self be mine' ; and that which is not desir* 
ad is not a knman aim. 
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Nor can it bo said that this (SelO is a super-sensooof aim ; 
for tho Veda doclaros the aim of man without ruoning coonter to 
human experience. If this were other^t im, paradise fsvarga) also, 
as being something supor*sensuous, could not have (for men) a 
blissful character. Moreover* how strangely has this (Vedlntin 
opponent) transcendeil human experience, that, setting aside all 
human aims in thii and in the next world, together with the 
means of attaining thorn, and harassing himself with all thai com* 
plex of pains from birth onwards through the various stages of 
studentship kc, to the end of life, he should rest satisfied in the 
bare statement that tho Self is a transcendental aim ! To our view 
conforms (tathUcha) the song of the lover:— 'Better he who 
desires to be a jackal in the lonely Vfimla forest f : oor can ooe 
accept emancipation in whioh no objects remain to be desired, 
Gautama I ' 

• aiilJW»H var. iect 

t ct Oadidbara's MukU? Sda : 



Digitized by 



Google 



wiivi«ifii^iwimH« q»wq <n^^iH • ^ ^ qIkti^r^- 
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1^ Pifllj^tjiwiwin f^[l ^^^<^n^Ml^u^ s ^H^^^ ^sf^gwl1^^ff. 
ffri %a ffingTO8QHfei«4ili«i^«i3«iin ng 5^§:- j 

iiwfw5^ yqwigi im N « w ii w i ^l^^^nffl*?^ 5:«i- 

tiew lliai pain aod the iostrumentn of pain are identioal with 
Self it alraadjr tat afido as being bold by noliodjr. 

Nor may iho oppmeiit argue that thus (ftc. by donyiog the 
iientity of tbo Self with pain ) the all porTasive character of 
Self ia orerthrowQ ; for what we mean by this all pervasive 
ebaraeter ii that the Self is the substrate of all things (cf. adliis- 
(hins, p. 67 note ). For the identity of itie real ( satya ) with the 
anreaL ( mithyi ; cannot be aiBrmod as subTer^i ve of reality. 

And as this very kn^fVM$ to ho accepted a« a human aim cm- 

Mi itself be explatued (by the opponent), what, we ask, has he 

proved against os (anish(a ) as regards the unBtness of Uie Self to 

be the aim of man f Nor so. (replies the opponent); for thit 

something is fit to be aooepted as the highest aim of man implies 

the independence of that thing as regarls other things. And tliis 

independence b.*loog4 only to pleasure and tlie ab«enoe of pain ; 

for to tbeie all other things are subordinate ( as aims ). And the 

Self is something diffjrent from pleasure and the alisence of pain, 

for since Self is a po$Ui9i entity ( bhftrariipatTena ) it cannot be 

the negation of pain. And it cannot be urged that since Self is 

this Toid'(or blank pervading ) all thing<i, it can be the negation 

of pain ; tor self-hood belongs to the oogniser. Nor is the void a 

cegoiser; aor does oognition reside in the voi«l ; for a mere nega- 

tioo canol (as substrate ) have a positive entity as its attribnle 



Digitized by 



Google 



^itift^i ^^frora ?Pi ^ Hfi ^iajCTiRigi5| mm^ 

If it bo argued that this relation of substrate aod attribote it | 

falsely iinngined, theo some sulMtrate (or this false surmisal most 

l>e affirmeii ; for there is no error without a subKtrate (of realitj}. 

If it be said that this very void is the substrate, then all oieii 

should be conscious of all things as blended with this void (which, 

M substrate, should appear identical with the things surmised io 

it): but such is not the case, for all things are known as existent 

only. Further, on the view of the universe being errooeoosly 

surmised, some proof qf the existence of the substmte of the 

fiurmisal previous (to the Kurmisnl) must be declared. If it be 

said that this proof proceeds from itself alone, than a void cannot 

be the substrate ; for a void is not seir«proved : for to say that it is 

self-proved (iinyatha) would be to convert it into a mere tacbnica* ' 

lity (or synonym of Self). Hence Self as a positive entity cannot [ 

be the negation of paim Nur is the Self pleasure, for it does not ; 

follow a^ an effect from the knowledge of garlands and other plea* j 

siirnble o^jeeta. And pleasure is an effect from such knowledge: i 

if it were not, then the pleasurable ohjecu could not be accepted ; 

(df'sired) through a desire for pleasure. And the Self is not pleii* | 

sure,) b<»CAuse the identity of a pro«loct (sc pleasure) and a noo* j 

product (kc Self) is impossihie. Nor is it the reta^.ion only b^» I 

tween pleasure (and the SelO that ia brought about aa a product i 

by tlie acceptance of pleasurable objects (tena) ; for consdousnass 

takes the form, ' pleasure has been produced for me' : and further, 
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fitoeti to be accepted as the aim of man. Nor can it be 
argued that what it to be accepted as the aim of man is the desir- 
ed objeot itself as characterised bj occasional and accidental 
attributes, so. desire and the being the object of desire. 

aeoepted as the aim of man, he is supposel to offer a number of de6* 
ittoos of saoh wJUtms; but he is met ou his own ground, and in each 
definition thus oflTered some one flaw or another is expoi»ed. So much 
hj waj of apologj for the inevitable pedantrj of tlie following. 

Now, if unfitness to be a human aim consists in the thing not 
being an object of desire^ then, eontrariwisSi JUnesi consists in the 
thing being an object of desirs. Next suppose that tho emotion of desire 
has ftmnd expression in a proposition, e.g. ' I desire pleasure.* This proposi- 
tion diseeren (at least ibr the NaiySyika) three elements, fix., the 
desired oHjcot or Ttshaya; the desire, tohohh^; and the being an object 
ef desire, iohohhafishayatl. The two latter are qutlifjing or a Ijectif e 
elements to the vishaya, which. In the above proposition, stands, not 
per se, but In relation to desire, so. sukhe iohchhSri«hayatii varttate. 
But now it is (br the Naiylyikatosay whetlicr ho regnnU these adjective 
elements as vi^hays's, i.e. distinguishing attributes f whioh must be 
present with and inhere in (at forming s constituent part of) 
the ol](ject' (br this defn., c£ Ved. parilili. Pandit Vol vii, p. 450). 
If so^ both ths Ichchhft and ths iciiohhiviiilmyata will have to be 
accepted as human aims along with the sukha to whioh they are both 
pifoeat and essential And this of course he cannot maintain. To 
escape this difieulty he is supposed to argue that iohohhSaod iohchhi* 
tishsyatfi ars npalahshapa*s, Le. occasional and aeoidenUl attributes; as 
* the crew perched en Ohaitra*s houss yester lay, though i)pt there now, 
esrves to point out ths house, and is therefore only an upaUksha^' 
(ct Vsd. paribh. supra ). Now the absence of pain is universally desired, 
and this is bassd im the eeesmon eonsciousness that absence of p^n 
is desirsbk: in the latter, again, pain is a part of what is known; and 
since only what is known, can be desired, pain too must be an objeot 
ef 
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For from this would follow that pnin al^o is to be accepted 
as ao aim. For only that which is known can be an object of tie- 
sire : (and pain is known), because the kuowlctlge which gives ri»e 
to desire (for the absence of piiin), inaimuch as it implies a know- 
ledge of certain attributes iu the tiling desired (safikalpakatveaa), 
implies a knowledge of pain as the cotinterpari of the absence 
of pain. Nor can it be held that only a part of the (desiretl) object 
(is the aim of man), for in the case of pleasure thi^ is absent (sc 
a paii of the pleasure is not desired ). Nor that the subject por* 
tiou only of the thing dosirod is to bo ncocptod as an aim ; for in 
such a ctvse as ' May I possess heaven ' the Self would havo to lie 
admittcil as an aim (which the opponent will not admit). 
Nor wilt the third definition avail; for pain and the Instru- 
ments of pain, although these are things which one can bring 
about by volition, are not accepted as the aim of man. Nor is 
the fourth dcBuition valid; because the qnallKcation (inserted 
therein) is useless (since the highest aim of man is admittedly 
not the means of obtaining pleiisure, but plaaaure itM^li). Nor is 
the fifth definition valid; f«>r the probandum (sidbya) is here 
ideuticjd ( with the probans, hetu ). 

Nor is it possible to unfold any other definition/ because Uie 



* The only view open to the opponent is to deelart tbat 8M k 
not the aim of man« btoauso it is ideutioal with pain. 
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bring the tubtirata of finite (ooo-penraaive) Uiiogi. Nor can one 
finite be eoiii|>Ie<6ly penrnded bjr another finite, for it would follow 
bom this thai the penraded thing was in itself non-entitj, mnce 
it has no character apart from that of the pervading thing : other- 
wise (ea if it had an independent charaeter) eom;pIete penrasion 
eonld not take plaee. Nor is there need of aoj other source of 
knowledge to make known the SeiC unlimited though this is as to 
time, space and substance ; for, like the sun. Self is self-illumined ; 
for Self is declared in Sruti to illumine the whole world, thus — 
* When the Self diine^ ererj thing shines after it: bj iU light all 
this is lighted* 

Nerertbeless (continues the opponent) the Self cannot be 
nocepted as the aim of nun, because it b somethbg different from 
pleasore and the absence of pain (which are the only aima) 

ef iavarisUs eoaeomitanee of two or osors things; but in the further 
■snss ef thst final and eomiJeU pervssionof the ■BsnUbM hj the One 
Eiislsnt er Self (ttsaaa} eo which Vcdtata teito are for e?er insistang. 
The Self alone i$: the sMnlMd •ppemrs, is narMf, mithji, btsaess 
im$ifKmMi apsrt ftem the SeU; aainraehan^ 



Digitized by 



Google 



fag l ^gTfc l ^^ I C< 



Now what ( we*Mk) it this unfitness to be accepted as the 
aim of man f Does it consist (a) in the not being an object for the 
act of acceptance (in the literal sen«e of taking by the haod)T 
Or (b) in the not being an object of desire T Or (c) in the not 
being something which one can bring aboot (s&dhya) by volition f 
Or (d) in tlie boing different from pleasure and the abeence of 
pain, as qualified above in («)* ? Or (/) simply in the being 
different from pleasure and the absence of pain, without the above 
qualification f 7 Or {g) does this unfitness consist in anything elset 

The first (definition) t^ill not avail the opponent, for from 
it follows what we are quite prepared to admit ( vis., that the Self 
cannot be handled ) : and further will follow (what he is not pre> 
pared to admit) that pleasure and tlie absence of pain art not to 
be accepted as the aim of man, because neither of these is the 
object of the act of handling. 

Nor will the second definition^ avail ; for from it will follow 
that both to desire and to the being Uu object of duire bebog 

* mfsfif «jiw «if(m«nBRitac%« i^ i gloss. 

t so. th4t Self is not a product (KiJhya) to bt willed into tiist- 
eooe. f«««d« f fii ^v^tomimffTminifiiiQi: i gloss. 

I The obscure argumentation of the teit ( of which a re-stateaeot 
largely bused on Minftdlk«hita's gloss is attem|»ted below ) is urged 
against a Naiyljika, who holds that not the Self but pleasurs and the 
absence of pain constitute the sule end of maa. Challenged to give a 
satisfactory eiplanatioo of his statement that the Self is M^/U to be 
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15. Tbia Self b in relation with (as the substrate of) all 

thioga. It is said (of it io tbe Veda) 

th« StS^^M^tott^Tfai ^ iliat sun-like* it illumines (all things) 

fy^*«yt^luiran'^ ^^ *■ •^«"**'» fo' ifc »» imperishable. How 



iw ib|«Mt«l rti. SIS lbs then can tbU Self be aeoepted (as the 
goal of humao endeavour)? XXV. 

An opponent now urges that tbe Self caunot be aeoepted as 
tbe aim of man by one who, when his sin has been destroyed by 
the stofo of merit acquired by biro duriug a beginningless round 
of transmigiatory livesi is pained at seeing defects io all earthly 
objects; and turning bis iaoe away from transient pleasure, pre* 
pent and fuiur^ together with the means of obtaining sudi« 
desiies the highest Aim of man, sc. emanoipatioo. (This the 
oppooeet maiataioa) although (ho admits that) iht Self is eternal 



* mfivlv lll^>KlWB I ivft ^pVT vfif ^91 1 N. D's. gloss. 
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for there it do meAnt* of destroyiDg Self (twee Self is not a 
product, karya ) : nor U the destruction of Self conceiYtble, lor 
while Self is, the tiling to be known (gr&hya, sc. non-exifteoce of 
Self) til not ; and while the non-existence of Self U, the knower 
(grahaka sc. Self) U not Nor (continues the opponent) can the 
non-eternal nature of Self be inferred from its fiuitude; for to 
' .Self belongs self-liood, and Self is infinite Hence the sages doelar- 
ed: — 'Since in this world it pervades things, grasps and enjoys 
them, and since of it the presence is unbroken, hence it is termed 
itnOL' 

But as a matter of fact (some one may argue) ether &c (?ia., 
time and space), which (like Self) are perrasive (infinite), are also 
non-etemaL Nut so : for such an argument implies a miaappra- 
hension of the meaning of pervarion. Penrasion means relation 
with all things— comp^t/ef relation with ever}*tkiDg— in short, the 

• The gloss expands, technically,— nnqifumitm nii m wnm- 
famuq«t r il i m jfwwrareiwft iftficwi— sa by the Naiytyikss— ii % 
mmimmxmn W'rofeiimafal^wmaijiCTinwniffWTWii wWnt* 

flfTlf-cf. pp. S,3 supra. — To annihilate Self, we must destr^ either the 
•amavXyikftrs^ L e. the outerial of which Self it composed, oi^4be 
asnmavftyikftrs94, i. e. the contact of the parU which make op the SeUl 
And this would be possible only if Self were a product, k&rya, which 
SdfisnoU 

t 9mm«il is glossod by fairdvHQf * without a rsmaiodtr/ «f|. 
i8T4by«iinii; further on, vmm iiclirwiaiwl mnvunma vwnffi- 
xm9^ I— the substrate gives existence to that which it pervades^ 
and makes it appear in consciousness sphurti. fm^pn • avrv; «f«ll» 
eQ1««. Pinoiion, vyipti, is not to be taken in 4be My&ja se^ 
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If it becaosa tha nature of tbe jar it DOt preaent to coDRciousneM 
or hecaoM it ta a simple (undifferenced) eotity ? The first alter- 
saiiye will iK>t hold ; for the nature of the jar is a fact of common 
experience (s& all know what is meant by jar). On the second 
alternative too you must declare whether this simple undiflTereDC- 
cd nature of jar, present to consciousness, is self-cojpiised, or cog- 
oised through some source of knowledge other than the nature of 
tbe jar (s?a). If you say through some source of knowledge other 
than the nature of the jar (antje), the simple undifferenced charac* 
ter (of jar, per as, as maintained above) is overthrewn ; for a sim- 
pie undifferenced entity cannot be made known through a source 
of knowledge different from itself, aince all human instruments of 
knowledge, aa^ the eye ttc^ are of necessity coufiued to making 
known a differmoed eotity (i. a. one qualified by attributes). 
Henoa (you must admit) tha own nature of jar remains as a 
aimple^ aelf-preaanted entity, not made known by any of the 
iaatmmenta of knowledge, ac speech, mind fta Now you must 
coneider wbatber Uiia own vatuu of jar is different frem the 
Self or DOt f Different, you ssy t Not so, we reply ; for the noiurs 
af jar being an attributelesa aomething, there ia no attribute 
wkicb Blight aenra to eataMish a diSsrenoa (between tbe jar 
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per Be and the Self). And further since both the (Self and the 
jar per $e which are in this case the) substrate, dbarmi and 
counter-entity pratiyogi ( respectivdy of their mutual difference) 
are self-luminous, the difference between them cannot be made 
known (lit grasped ) by any of the recognised soorcea of know- 
ledge. Hence we have proved that the jar in its own nature is 
the selMuminous Self. In the same way it may be proved that 
other things are in essence the Self: hence the not^lf is in* 
deed not different from Self. For of which of the two ( Self or 
not-Self) is selMuminousness affirmed ( by you ), «ioce the argo* 
ment (for selMuminousness) is equally strong i;i both cases f 
Hence we have proved that the Self, which is by nature self* 
luminous, pure bliss, unrelated and without desire, appears in the 
form of the manifold through its oonnectioo with eternal, intz* 
plicabU Nescience ; just as a piece of rope (seen in the dark ) at 
one time appears to be a snake, at another time, a stick or some- 
thing else : but in reality neither duality nor non-duality i$, tbe 
SeU^ pore Intelligence, alone u. 
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on^gifh 1 wfh ^w3«fiig mo T^ivam i i ft o^ 
^i^Wniw iyi wgwyinri wntwRnq; ^rito^ ^m^. 

What iben (ihe opponent aaka) is the process of the oonsci* 
ovsnen ' I know Self/ It oonsists, we reply, in this coDSciousness 
luaking koowo the Self ss eouditionetl. For in ' I know Self we 
are Dot cooscioos of Self, the reality as it is in own nature, uncon- 
ditiootfd and free from Nescience and pain (auinanda), in which 
case (yoo-coald nrge against us) that the Self might be the oljectf 
of the cognitive act (and, therefore, not self-luminous) ; but we are 
conscious of tbo Self as conditioned by attributes (upo^lhi), 
and there is no contradiction in holding thai the oondi^Mm^ Self 
(tasja) is tlie obf^ of tbe cognitive acL. For the couditiooed 
Self ia ttoi selMomioous^ since it is only of the pure uooonditiooed 
Self thai self-lumiDOUsncss is maintained. The consciousness ' I 
koow DOl the Self is indeed a proof of the selMuminous character 
of SeIC To explain : it ia this very consciousueiis which makes 
known- tbe Neecieyce that conceala (lit. has as«iu objoct) tbe Self. 
Accordingly, it must be held that in this same consciousness the 
Self, eoooealed by Meacteoce, is present If this were not so. tbe 
Ibnfr of the cousoiottsoess (tat) would merely be * I koow 
MC* Heooe the ooiisciousuess ' I k^ow Self/ having decUred 
ihe Self which shines forth by reason of iti own selMumiuous 
bkaraeter, tbe ' oot' fin / know not 84/) declares with reicHrd to 
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frail ^d gRiw: ^ifw&vanw5i firaift«Tif?i i frei ^«ft«- 
a3«^ j«wq^?wfQ «iHH?i «riHin ^wm ^ ^hi41<Q > ^ 

«?{ f fh ^ ^?i 9iid a^c ^iJi aw CTqwr gmwmmqf t 

the Self (tatra) tbe co)»C€aIr^eiU which U Nescience: lieoce the 
MmultaneoiM «Aititii(7/<»WA anil ho< shining forth of the self- 
luroiDOUs are Dot contradictory : h<!nce oo the very strength of the 
cooscioasoest ' I know not self the selC-lamioousneu of Self is 
established. 

The opponent may here or^e that since a similar coascioas- 
ness holds good in regard to the not-Self, so. ' I know not the 
earthen jar/ it should follow that the jar also it selMoroinoiiiL 
Pray declare wliat you mean by this snid jar, whose setf-lominotu 
character you urge agiiinst u^ Do you mean that it is the sub- 
strate (yttra) iu which are observcii certain attributes, e g. jar* 
nes$ &c. ? If so, thet> ImTicg carefully pondered what the cum 
JiOlure of the jar ia, set il forth as discriminated from aught elue. 
You miy say thai it ih a special kind of whole consisting of cer 
laiu pJirtA, e. g. the two* halves of the jar &c. Not so, we reply 
for the relation of whole and part and other attributes pertainiiif 
tothe jnr are diflerent (fruui the jar); these are not the no/ai-* 
of the jar itself. The own nature of the jar you must declare U 
be something different from these. The opponent may reply >- 
The own nnture of the jar as soiBething diflereot from Iheee at 
tributes I am unable to specify. Whence this ioabtlity, we ask 
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(Tpftnishiids). for rioctf no other effect than the d^sitofti of 
Neicience can be sapposed to be wrought in the selMumiDoutf 
SeIC it felloirs thtt the Upanishadt have the Self (Ut) as their 
iubject^roatter jost b so far as they produce (in the miuds of those 
who study them) a modiScation (vntti) of the Self (tat), (i e. 
effect an intuiiion, sikihitkirat of the identity of Brahman and 
SelfjL 

Mor can there be any controversy as to the self-luminous 
diaracter of SelC We eiplain :— the Self is not dependent on 
another for iu lights because the light of Self invariably accom- 
panies the existence of Self (sc. where Self is, there light is) ; as 
is the ease witii consciousness (samvit) or the light (of the sun). 
Hence the word light was used (verse 1, p. 1), meaning thereby 
that tbe Self is self-luminous: that is to say, the essence of Self 
is sdf-illamination because the Self is one mass of Intelligence, 
as a lump of salt (is self-salted). And thus runs the ^rtiti 

passage :— ' In that state the Self 
' u lis own light' 

An opponent may aigue that at one time our consciousness 
lakes the form 'I know the Self; at another time, the form ' I know 
ipi the Self: and thus the self4nminousncai of Self is contradicted 
by tboiact of «yiiisa6aj<yandiioii-«^isa6a^ (of Self) declared 
in the above states of consciousness. He proceeds to explain— if, 
b accordaaot with the oonsoiousness ' I know the Self,* it bead- 
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.^o^fhi^^^fwfld; I WOT ^ ^; ^wm 5^: wii- 
n^mrm^mr^vmi wti^ifTWWfw^ f^^^ 1 mn ft 

roitted tb«t cogniBohUity meMt ' the fact of Self being the 
object of the cognitive act' (sc. being iUumined by the cognition, 
jnanaX tlien tbe aejf* luminous character of Self cannot be main- 
tained^ for io this case the Self is like not-Self (which needs to be 
illumined \>y cognition). Hence onlj that is self-luminous which 
never, under any form whatever, becomes the object of any cogni- 
tion whatsoever. If any other meaning be attached to the term 
(aiiyatli^), self-luminousness becomes a mere technicality (without 
logical connotatioo). Again, if in accordance with the conscious- 
ness ' { l^now not myself' the nfm-cognxBobilitif (of tbe Self) be 
granted^ even then the self-luminous ciiaracter 4)f the Self is over- 
thivwo; because we caQnot be conscious of one and the same 
object as botl^ pre$evU and not pre$4nt in cousciousness siroulta. 
neously, for ^ere is a contradiction here. Since oqr consciousness 
does not take t|iis form—' when tlie object is in consciousness, 
even then it is not in consciousness' — ; nor this form — , when it is 
not in conKioust\esi^ then it is in consciousness.' How, therefore, 
(concludes the opponent) is the self-luminous character of Self 
proved f We reply; this contradiction) cannot be urged against 
us as a fault, for in reality the Self is by nature different from 
both tbe eogni$ed and the lum-^ogniud. &ruii confirms our 
g^U^jll^ view, thus:— -That (Brahman) 

U other than known : it is bfgher 
also than tbe unknown.' 
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^«^ «in t wn^ »n«w?^ ^ir*rf5i wa^ wfiraf?i i 

own sUiement tlutt 't source of evideoeo is applicable loan 

uisteoi object.' But (it may be urged) that it is the presentation 

in cooscionsoess of an existent object that is subordinate to a 

sonroe of CTidcnce. Qraut (we reply) that this is so in the case 

of not-self which is by nature non-presentative, unintelligent. 

But this cannot possibly be the case in regard to Self, which is 

itself coosciottsness. ^ti confirms our view: — ^'When the Self 

^ . „ ..... shines, every thing shines after it : 

Xftta* Us I u i. IS. 'JO 

' by iU light all this is lighted.' 

Uoreovef to the man who is detennined to huve an answer to 
his qnestion. What evidence u there for the self ?->our answer is 
just this — All the recognised sources of knowledge (are evidence) 
of the Self For only that which has been concealed by Nowicnce 
(aJQ&tasya can be made known by au instrument of knowledge, 
(and) the Self is the only thing concealed by Nescience. And 
since it u unnecessary to assume further concealment, in the form 
of Nescience, of an unintelligent (material) thing, which is by 
nature self-concealed (sa which is itself Nescience), an unintelli- 
gent thing cannot be (said to be) an object for (sc concealed 
by) Nescienoe and esnnot therefore be an object for (sc be mmle 
known by) any of the reoogntsed instruments of knowledge. For 
knowledgo of all unintelligent (material) things is effected only 
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tbrough Intelligence, which is the Self, when the Self it Attended 
by cessation of Nescience — this cessation of Nescience being de* 
pendent on, as being efiected through, aa instrumeut of knowledge. 
Hence, it is a downright rash statement to roake, that the Self, 
which is proved by all the instruments of knowledge, does not 
exist l>ecause there is no evidence for its existence. 

How then, it may be asked by way of objection, is the Self 
to be considered as the peculiar subject-matter of theUpanishads; 
for the Self cannot be said to be made known only by theUpani* 
shads, if (as just admitted above) it is made known by oU lAt 
in^trumenU of knowledge ? Not so, we reply : tor the Self it 
the peculiar subject-matter of the Upauishads, in that the Self^ 
as identical with (Brahman) the absolute Existence, Intelligence. 
Bliss, cannot be known through any other source of knowledge. 

The opponent urges that he has already shown that ' a self- 
luminous Self cannot be invested by Nescienee.' (p. 4. 1. 6.) Tr«e, 
we reply ; precisely so from the stand-point of absolute truth. 
And yet just as blear-eyed owls &ncgr that the self-luminous eaa 
at noon is enveloped in darkness, so the grossly ignorant imagine 
that the Self is concealed by Nescience. Hence all the Upani- 
shads start to destroy the Nescience above described whick con* 
ceala the Self and is falsely imagined, and which, ihrongb the 
special virtue of the Self (sc. its selMuminousness), was alrendy 
destroyed, i e. was aon*entity even previous (to a study of the 



tfvti: I N. D*a gloss. 



Digitized by 



Google 



9C (ll^lWnillSfrfl I 

oTQimn I mn ft fewifw wewwll wrenrri w»iij[?i wi«- 
{%«a«qiyn9ifT i ^nid ««i viHhiin tEO^^m^ i ^q^ 

TOI ySPW JpWi: « H^ firWFUf TOWlimBB|5i qftg- 

to AOfthiDg wholly uokoown ; for thtt which has noientertd into 
the miod caoDOt be affirmed. But if the third alternative be 
adopted, then graot thai it ia the Self alone that is self-prove<l ; 
and (graot thit) because noo-existeoce (being ja^a non-inteUi- 
gent^ like maietHiU things) cannot be self-proved. If this be 
denied (sc if jou regard non-eiistenoo as cketana, intelligent), it 
follows that jou have given to Self another name (and called it 
fum-txiitence). Moreover is the non-existence of Self cognised by 
the Self or by not-Self ? Not by the latter, for the not-Self is not 
a koower. Nor by the former — which is a contradiction in terms. 
To explain our meaning, we atk, Does the Self cognise its own 
Mo^existence while it is itself existent or non-existent f On the 
fini alternative, the non-existence of the Self is impossible while 
the Self exists. Farther, what should the Self cognise, since the 
very object to be cognised (sc. non-existenoe of Self) does not exist 
al that time f On the second alternative, the Self could not pos- 
sibly cognise, because it is itself non-existent at that time. If it 
be argued that the Self, while existent, cognises its own future 
ooo-existence. then we reply that (accordiug to this view) the 
SelCexisteot now, perishes later on. And this view of a non^ter- 
ml Self (tacbcha) we have already refuted (d. § 2X because it 

Ilegieally implies the destroyal of the retributive power of actions, 
and the froitioo of aetaons never performed by the individual. 
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Further, doen be who maiataios the non-eiisteooe of Self 

meftn to deny his own Self or the Self of another t lo the first 

case, since the denier is (by supposition) non-existent, that other 

Self which it was intended to deny remains behind as real In 

the second case, the denier is indeed posited as real How then is 

it possible to maintain the non-existence of Selft ^ruti eonfirms 

our view:—' He who knows Brahman as non-existing becomes 

« .,,, ,, .. himself non^existing. He who 

TsitUr: Up: III , „ , *. . ,. 

knows Brahman as existing, him, 

in consequence, the wise know as existing.' 

Again, we ask. Does a source of evidence apply to (sc. make 

known) an existent, or a non-existent object 7 If it can apply to 

a non-existent object, then it ought also to prove the existence of 

a sheer non-entity like the horns of a hare, because non-existeoce 

is a unity indivisible (and, therefore, includes pure nonsense like 

tlie above) ; and because (by supposition) sources of evidence are 

able to prove the existence of the non-existent. If a source of 

evidence is applicable to an existent object^ then (the opponent's 

view) that tlie existence of an object is subordinate to some source 

of evidence (which testifies to the existence of the object) is no 

longer tenable, because he must admit that the object existed even 

before the source of evidence was addressed to it If h* denies 

the previous existence of the object (anyathi), he contradiota bis 
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^vram iR()ainnii9n 1 «i ft «te snsqi unnt ^fsgi- 
fsiia vm: mym ^im\ vt ^vSi^?3^^^ m\^^ 

In the ftbore argument (Utra), it it meant thnt becatine tliere 
ia no evidence (for the Self), the very existence of the Self is im- 
possible, or that knowledge of the Self is impossible t Not the 
first; for the Self being in its essence eternal is independent of 
aoght else ^from which it should originate) ; and because evidence 
cannot originate that of which it is evidentiary. As regards the 
second alternative, even if evidence for the Self be grante<l4 a 
second evideuce must be premised to support the Rn^i evidence ; 
for, if this second evidence be wanting, the first evidence is non- 
entity, like the boms of a man, and cannot therefore be eviden- 
tiary of ita object And so, in pc«u!2t:ng a second evidence to 
tnpport the first evidence, the logical vioe of an infiniU regr€$$ 
resnita: henoe the view (underlying the second alternative) that 
the eiistenoe of an object can be proved only through one of the 
(reeognised) eoorces of evidence (sa perception, inference Ac) ii 
Aerriy a bold aseomptioo. 

Now (the opponent interposes) an evidence is indeed inde- 
pendent of anv second evidence and proves its own existence as 
well as thai of the object (to which it testifies) ; for being by na- 
ture 9elfluminau» the evidence requires no further iUuminaiion 
to make itself and ita object (para) known, just as the light of a 
lamp (needs no other light to illumine it). Nor ia it logical to 
hold (continnes the op|^»nent) that srhat is evidence for all things 
needs to he proved by something elae. Sad concluaion this I — we 
feply^fbr bow in the face of it can it he held that the Self, which 
ia evidence for the varied nniTerae of things known and instru^ 



menta of knowled|ge, can he proved bj evidence which, in tta turn, 
haalobefoochedfbrbytheMf(8Ta)l FortheSelfmi 



must have 



Digitized by 



Google 



fefTSffJUinRft I 



« 



•existed prior to any source of evidence. Otherwise a source of 

evidence could Dot take on its character* as evidence while oo 

cogniser o£ it existed. Or how could a source of evidence inak« 

known the Self which is the cogniser of all things; for this would 

be subversive of the distinction between agent, sc. knower, and 

object, sc thing known ( — the Self, in this CJise, bcin^ both knower 

and thing known) ? Nor can anything other than Self be a cogni« 

,. M ^ ^ »,,.,. ^^» l»ecause it is not Self And 

Brihad : Up : IV. §.16. , ' . , . « . 

thus Sruti declares:—" By what 

should one know the knower.** And thus, since Self, the koower. 
is self-proved, its non-existence is not proved by the fact that thera 
is no source of evidence applicable to the Self. 

Further, we ask, is this non-existence of Self, as urged above, 
something proved by one of the recognised sources of evidence, 
or is it by nature something unknown, or is it self-pro%edt Id 
regard to the first alternative — since the restrictive rule is that 
any source of evidence that makes known a non-existence most 
also nuke known the counterentity to that non-ezi«teuce, the Self 
also must be proved by that source of evidence which declared 
for the non-existence of the Self, and therefore the non-existence 
of the Self oannot possibly be proved. Nor will the second alter- 
native bold gooil, because no sflBrmationf is possible b regstfd 



* fmsn4 mcmf N. D*s gloss, 
t it s^ viiiiriiicaisma i( 



N. I^s 



Digitized by 



Google 



'■iro^R w^ px^pxi "ftKtn^ I «• I 

mnn mn 55'sian ^w^s^: iwnin^ 1 ^1 • 
^n^iruv fRnr^ ^fgtH ^nrq«^ ♦ i 

Joit M a piece of oloih realljr turns out to be mere non«eotiiy, 
ia tba abeence of its compoDent threads (i. e. if we attempt to 
thiak of tbo olo^h as existiog iadepeodently of the threads) ; so 
too this world, whose esse is percipi. (is reduced to aop-eotit/, ip 
the abseaoe of Self (Brahmao, Intelligence)... XX« 

As rope (in the darkness) when nsion is deceived, appears to 
bt a snake ; so, when the n^ind i« delud^ the Self appears to 
ba this workL...XXL 

In the Self alone (as locosX all this world, whose esse is per- 
cipi takes its rise, and persists, and perishes ever and again... XXII. 

In the One withont a second, which is alisolote Bliu and 
port, free from sin and all defects, appear, as if reflected, the three 
woridsf whose esse is percipi... XXIIL 

His reverence Vasish(ha has declared the same rieir :— 

' In that pure minor (Brahman) are reflected all these things 

whose esse it percipi, as trees 
^V^^\^* jyy'l^A^'^ on its banks are reflected in a 

stream. Again ' All this world 

• far lea. f WflivmifM^ ■ t iiaiiiiaiiiimiii^ ^iM varvfi i 
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is the mental sport of that one (sc. Brahman as Hira^yagarbhaX' 
and 'That one, although it constitutea the univerae, does not Iom 
its character as a unity/ 

Thus, therefore, the world whose esse is percipi is prodoeed 
through Nescience, which has the Self both as locus and as object. 

Tbe«pponentof|6. acquie.cingin ^^^ ^^e assumption, therefore, of 
Aumuihur** tcniAUoimUtro. now pushitt the Scif boine an obiect for Net- 
it to iU ihTihtmi limit : rfducot the Self . ^ - ,. JT * .• 

ti«o to noorDtitjr, tiid diapeiMM with cieuce (cf. § 6.) was txcelUnt I la 
both VecU «,d VocUnu philo«,phjr. ^ecordunce with thu assnmptioQ 

(tathA cba), there can be no evidence, human or divine (sc Veda), 
for the exiHtence of the Self: whence it follows that the Self is 
uon-entitY like the horns of a bc^re; further, there can be no desire 
16 study Veda in order to gain intuition of the Self, much lets can 
there be any necessity of ai^ument (to support the teaching of 
Veda as to the Self). 

The above is a summary of the opponent's view. 
14. To the view thus laid down it is replied : — 
Now, in this place, we declare and support by argument that 
Reality which lies bidden in the Veda, absolute Bliss, in iu own 

fleiCthtknowf. c»nnoi bt^rtW. nature eternal and unreUted to 
notbor^u.Kiiti4iion.rnUty.b«tUc»Miy "ght else, the eiistent. smaller 

it U •eli-provtcl, i.#. •uptnortoAllpmol, ^ 

M bfinK thu hj rirtut of which proof, than the Small and infinite ; this 

^ ^ u emancipation and u to be ap* 

prehended only by the emancipated, a small part of a part of it is 

^ all this false world, it is io its essence the light withia. it is / 

I Wested...XXIV. | 
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Suppose thai! thai it i« impoBsibiltly of $econd(»ry cognition, 
in the absence of an object to. be co^ised ; since tecoiidary cog. 
nition ie depend^ni on the cogiution of an ojoct This cannot 
be ; f«ir cognition beinj scir-prOiientatiTe does not reqjuice any- 
thing beaides itnelf ta nink*) itself known. A«loptinf( the ¥ic«r 
that e^gnition ii not solf-prosented^. a second cognition will be 
neede«l (tanvike known the fir^it), the second will demand a third 
eoguiiion and so on »l infinitum; benco^ cognition being left 
ba4elef% the world becomes blank darkness (sc. nothing could 
erer be known). On thv view that it is an unknown cognition 
that testifies to the object cognised, it follows that the very ei- 
istenoe of this cognition is a chimera like tlie horns of a man, 
for there is no mean^ of proving its existence, (the cognition 
being unknown, tx hypoth«9si}». Or granting that a cognition 
needs a second cognition Ut make ii known, yet why, it may be 
a%ke 1, IS a co^iSiMl object neede«if For only cognition of the 
object ia necesairy. Against this ii nuy be urged (by the 
opponent) as follows :— Since the n scessity of co;;nition. in general 
(sc apart from somA obj'H^t C'>;;niscd) is not here postulated, it 
ffllows that thire is a necesniiy for a cognition as di/ftfrsttc«'<2 \ 
(determine*!) by some cognised object ; and hence the demand for 
an object is inevitable. B*it the above objection is idle ; for cog- 
nitioa is self-diffireDced, as are the categories of generality 
(jilt) kd maintained by the other (sohools of philosophy). 

Thf etcetsra includes skhap^opSJhi sad visesha. of. If uktAvall 

ii. lOaad fta. taii^mnfu «rfw«}^ nw faiT^wtwu J ii s w^ w^ s and 
iilTOrf«ruaeii4sB fffMv^isnuvfwwmif s 
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KevertbeloBS (coutiniie» the opponent) the very fact of cogoitioQ* 
loads us to infer the existence of some oliject, because of the 
universally estiblisheri coDComitance of cognitioD and cogaiaed 
oltjoct (sc. wherever there in cognition, there ia alao cognised ob- 
j«{Ct). Not 80, ia the reply. For this universal concomitance caooot 
bo pro veil : b.*c;iuse cognition and cognised ooject caonoi eiist 
together in the same locus (iidhikarana) since their spatial poattioM 
are dintinct (sc. cognition is in the mind, and the eognisad object 
is external U> the mind -, whereas smoke and fire are found togrtber 
in one place) : and, further, because the temporal co-exiatenc« (of 
eognitiiin and cnguised object) cannot be proved, aincj cogaitioo 
of a past or future object U a matter of comtooii eiperieiice. 

Therefore, to sum up :— ^ 

There i^ no proof that c ignition and ognised object mn 
difforeut. This universe, animate and inaniroite. which appears 
in consciousness, is nothing but cognition... XVllI. * 

A^ the world of dreams, which is really nothing bat cognitioa 
(Brahman), appears in c >ticiousness undar divers forms of cogui* 
tions and cognised objects ; so too- the world of wakm^ eonscioua* 
noss, of things animate and inaninkUe (is nothing apart from 
Brahman)... XIX. 



* nwrfii fAi imafif vr^firfif ««: » N. D's gloss. 



Digitized by 



Google 



RlgltHlfHi l wl 



FiirUier« pawiges dealing with craatioo do not directly letch 
4ii^«riiiOi (between Brahtiitn, oAuw, mod the worM, effect): for 
•ioce mo word bearing the senee of difference oecora in lucb paw* 
agei^ tbete cannot declare a meaning wbich the words composing 
them do not bear ; beeauae it is only what is meant by the words 
that a sentence em directly make known, either by showing syn* 
tactical relation between tbe words^ or by conveying the simple 
notion of identity^ (of subject and predicate in the sentence). 
And an inference (from Vedic pASsages bearing on creation of the 
world 10 the difference between Urabman and the world) is inad* 
massible as contradictory of (such) prohibitire passages (as ' Brah* 
flUM is not tbi% not this* ; and homan inference must yield to tbe 
direct utterances of ReveUtion). Nor can tbe following be urged :— 
Gognition, witicb would be impossible in tbe absence of an object 
(to be cognised) different from the cognition, itself declares that 
Ibe object cognised is different from the cognitbn ; for object-less 

* irsiAinuaueidMiibM: ^ sMMwmnuw i rw i wm viSf^ 1 

A SHlrMt (fftkjft) It (a) frwIieAlivt. i. s. wmkm ksows n rtkliM (aMiinrga) Uiw^M 

ite«iij«itMMt kf ite wwu (fsdMM) is ite sMtMot-u9m#inhninfTi 

1M«iMlilH"<r(W)if ifiiwtWUwMmtityftbs •bJMto Msni hf th« 

viiiwi wr-~wunwin«i wusiieiMiwiidravv mm fnwnwwip, 
•r» niniaaliMinRinaniti f an i ii| r^thm stu^^ mpinKhs^, it tw ^ist 

I sai a^ra^ Dimeill4. «1 T«l^Uk ffte lit TsL TIL, pi MS. 
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Tw^\n ^ R www wanq;raTiR?^5i waa^^raw wifii- 

cop^oition is neither po^ihle nor a fact of experienee, since only 
coguition accornpaiiied by au oliject is experienced : otherwise (sc 
if object-less coguition were a fact) only inJeterininate co^ttioo 
would be experienced, for apairt from an object cognised there is 
iiotliing to determine the cognition. (The al>ove is to be rejected) 
because the impossibility of cognition, in the absence of an object 
to be cognised, (as held above) does not exist. To explain;— Is it 
meant that the proc^uci^toH of cognition is imposi^ible, or tliat the 
peviiatcTice of cognition is impossible or thattfecomZuryco^ni/toM is 
impossible? Tbe first view will not bold, for cognition (sc Brah- 
man) in its essential nature is not a product at alL Or if it be 
conceded that cognition is a product, an object is not necessary to 
produce it, since cognition (whether true or false,) can be effected 
through (trustworthy) organs of knowledge (sa perception, infer* 
ence &c.) or through their counterfeits — there being no restrictive 
rule that cognition is in all cases produced by an object, (thus, io 
knowledge tlurougb inference the interred object is noi perceived. 

Nor is it that the per$istence of cognition is impossible, for 
the object cognised is not the locus of the cognition. Or if it be 
held that the cognised object is the locus of cognition^ then the 
object has lost iu character as an object (and has become a sub- 
strate of cognition, i. e. a coguiser). 

' ■ ' ^ ■ . . ■■ , - 

* The speoial point of this argument in against the Naiyayikas, 
with whom knovledgt is an attribute (dharoia) residing in SelC 
<atmaQ) the substrate (&sraya). 
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iiL WluteTer is the substrate of attribaf as whidi tre oppos- 
ed to tbs Attributos of some otliei tbiog is different from that 
other tbiog; as for esample, a piece of doUi is differsot from ao 
eartbeo pot 

iT. And the thing under disenosion, sc the perceiTed object, 
is similar to the piece of doth. 

w, Tberefore tbe peretivid object is also different from the 
piteepium of tbe object 

We reject tbe above argument For since the oppoiition (of 
tbe attributes) is to be koowo through the difference (between 
tbe substrates to which the attributes severally belong), it foU 
lows that while the difference (between the substrates) isun- 
pcored, tbe o>pposi<toii (of the attributes) is' also unproved : hence 
(the probans, ii.) ' this thing is the sulistrste of attributes which 
are opposed to the attributes of the perception which makes this 
thing known' ii invalid And because as long ^ tbe probandum 
(sidhja, sa difference between the perception of the object and 
tbe object percdved) b unsupported (by any con6rmatory ins- 
tance) so long the universal concomitance (of opposition of attri- 
butes and difference of substrates eipressed in iii, or the universal 
nujor premise) is unproved. Nor can the diflerence between an 
earthen pot and a piece cf cloth (which was adduced as a coufirm- 
alory instance) be proved by any evidence i^hatever so as to sup- 
port the probaodnm. And if iu the absenoe of perception (to prove 
the eonfirmatocy instance), reoonrse is had to a second inference 
le pfwve it^ the logical vices of an infinite regress, a see-saw Ac 
will eeatinM to haunt the argument 
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^nq^i^^ niT^^oi vaqq^ra ds^^mvn n^ 
im^m i^«i3iSi «Knng wiwai w^^ifi ^ q ^q ^ u^m: 



Sioce the Veda finds its complete meaoiag to teacbiog 
diflfcrence only (sc. Brabroan alone exists), it is perfectly impoa- 
sible to suppose that it can teach difiereDce (sc duality or reality 
of the world). Here it may be objected that, in teaching the 
emanation of the world from Brahman, tlie Veda also teaches 
that all products are different from Brahman : for, if not different, 
their emanation from Brahman could not be (spoken of). This 
objection must be set aside. For since every Vedic passage bear* 
iug on creation is devoted to the refutation of thoie other caiie« 
(of the worlii), sa matUr, pradhdtia &e, (of the S&okhyas) assom* 
ed by other thinkers (i. e. non-Ved&ntins), by showing that jii«i 
as in such cases as that of earth and the earthen pot, it ia impos- 
sible to explain* what the difference is between earth, the caoae, 
and the pot, the effect, so too it is impossible to explain what the 
difference is between Brahman, the cause, and the whole world 
which is an effect from Brahman, it follows that every such passage 
finds its real meaning only ' in making possible a concepttoo of' 
Brahman, the one without a second. Otherwise, ifthe Veda 
were devote^l to teaching difference (duality, or a real worldX the 
prohibition with regard to duality (contained in such passages 
as 'there is no diversity in Brahman*) would be purposelfss. 



• If tU 4iffM*Mt k iMiplicAb^ •tar^mckaif^ U k obtmI, amI : Ui* ii if 
MUM tU tefliMlUs «IUm t«ti. 
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ID di« pretent time). (Nor. can joa argue for a chuge in the 
Mtoro of oognttion eorrofpoodiog to a duiDga in iima)^ for tba 
ooca parceiTed aartbeo pot ever remaini a pot Again, yon may 
orga that, merely by the fact of iu own exiatence (i. e. without 
being pexceiTedX the difference (between the pot and the per* 
ceptioQ of the pot), wilh which difference the aenaeH>rgana were 
in eootaci, produced the perception in which that difference waa 
declared. Tiiia ia nothing but a bare atateroent on your part ; 
for, in theabaeoceof et idcnce, the mere fact of exiatence (of 
difference, to which you referi) ia unproved. 

Well then, let it be granted, on the view of one cognition 
iwqairing a aeoond to make it known, thftt the difference between 
tbe thing perceived and the perception of the thing ia made 
known through a aecond perueption. Now it muat be decided 
whether or not the knowledge of the difference waa preceded 
by a knowledge of the reciprocally different oounterentity and 
loeoi (the eeunterentity, pratiyogi, ia the perception of the pot ; 
the locoa, anayogi ii the pot: c£ p. 18, note). If not tbua pre* 
oeded, bow coohl the aeoond perception, we aak, make known the 
diffMMcet For no oneia couadona of a difference which ia 
deatitnia of locna or eonnter-entity, aa ia proved by the form our 
cw Da ei auaeaaa invariably takea (with regard to difference), vii., 
*lUa ladiiiMMtfroailAat' U. oo the other band, yon admit 
thai tba kaowtadga of tka differeoee waa preceded by a kaow- 
Mga of Ika iwdpffoeaUy dtffnaal ooonter-eotily and bcaa, yon 
y an ra a lf ia a rag r ea ana in idbitnm in aeeking for 
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further oogniiiou to make known ibis differenoe ( — * eaooBd 
oognitioii will iletnaod a third and so on — ). And if jroa dedftr* 
that the knowledge of the reoiprocal difference (between the 
perception of the thing and the thing perceived) was brought 
about by this same (second) cognition^ the logical vice of self- 
dependence results (—the second cognition merely re«states thm 
already porceiTod difference : to say then that it is the oause of 
the latter is to s ly that it is the cause of itself— )« Thus we harw 
provod that porceptioo, which testifies merely to something eaist- 
ing, gives not the least evidence for a diSereuoe (betwean the thisf 
perceived and the perception of the thing). 

Orant then, you say, that the knowledge of a differenoe bet- 
ween the thing perceived and the cognition of the thing follows 
from an inference. Thus : — ^ 

i. The thing under discussion differs from the perosptm 
which makes it known. 

ii. Because this thing is the substrate of f attributes which 
are opposed to the attributes of the peroeptioa which makes ibis 
thing known. 



bs pr«?«d : it k«U or proUot ; iti. •d4har a? ft or ouaSn— t o r y bitieoi ; h, of 
JO or oppliooUoo ; v. aigtmooa or ■oa d Mo l o ^ For iW rtdarttoa ol iMo amW 
lotatoi^et Vod. poribk P«ii4U VoL Y. ^ SSt. 

♦ •alhooH*Hkioji,ao^ialoU%o1,wlioroaoUo|WWfito Is oMm^ km- 
loOigoat 
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throagh s knowledge of the aUrihute portioo — then, although io 
the preeeot case the difference (between the pot and the percep- 
tion of the pot) is known as the attribute of the object (sc. earthen 
pot) made known by the perception itself (sva), it follows that the 
perception is self-originated in that it makes known an attribute, 
vi&, the difference (between the pot anti the perception of the pot : 
and, es kypoihen, it is the knowledge of this difference as the attri* 
bate portion which brings about the determinate knowledge or 
jadgment that the pot is different from the cognition of the pot) : 
and this is an instance of the logical vice of self-dependence.* 

throagh ssnss orgassi atladriTaqi. The Utter view Is that of the 
Mlniiqia and TedAnta. It denies the neoessitj of a prefioos know- 
ledge of the Tiieshs^a: all that b necessary is interooucie of sense- 
ecgaas with both fiiesha^a and Tiieshya. 

To follow the argumentation of the text, it should further be re- 
membered that the dillerenoe between eogoition and the thing oognised 
( which difference is supposed to be made known bj the fiiishmnlna 
in qoestioo, se. ghato'jaip) may be eipressed in two wajs:<-^i) <im 
Ml WSS Here m%tta)^«gha|</ yaipili prat/akshU: bheda is the 
▼lieshapaaod is ghs)anisb(ha (so. resides in bousghs^): gha^ is 
TKsshja; both pratyaksha is bhedspratiyogi. — (ii) Hf geWl g; Here 
bheda is Viiesbya; both prstyaksha and gha^ are tiiesha^a's: pre- 
tyaksha is bhedapratiyogi ; gha^ is bhedadharml. The method em- 
plojed in the test is that in Togoe with eootrorersial VedioU treatises 
each as the Xhayfana, Chiuakhl and Adfaitasiddhi. Briefly sUted, 
il eeoeisis in the atUmpt to show that eonso i o esn ess of duality, what- 
eter theories msy be held as to iu pnesis and fbrmal esprsesioa, ie 
heiplieible ( aainraehanlya ), fklse (asat). 
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If (you i&y that) the difference, (between the pot and the 
perception of the pot) is known m the subject portion — and if 
tlie view be adopted that the sole CAUf«e of a determinate percep- 
tion 18 the intercourse of aense-orgaus with both subject and 
attribute portions (of such determinate perception)— then yoa 
will have to admit that the difference existed previous to th« 
perception of it, (otherwise there cduld be no contact of sense* 
organs with it, and, ex hypothesi, no determinate perception oouki 
follow; — and if the difference exi:ited previously (tathi cbaX tbas 
difference could not possibly be vouched for by the perception 
(as you first stated) ; for the perception did not exist before it 
was produced (through contact of senseH>rgans with the subject 
portion (sa the difference between the pot and the perception of 
the pot). And since a second perception cannot make known a 
self'known perception ( — and this is what yoa started with—), 
it cannot make known a difference which has aa its coonter- 
entity a self-known perception (tat). • If it be urged that a percep- 
tion in other than present time is made knowu by a further per^ 
ception (in present time), then the aelf-presentative oharacter of 
cognition is made to depend on present time as its limitiug condi- 
tion (and is, pro tanto, destroyed)! Again you may urge that the 
self-presentative character of cognition is by its very nature con* 
fined to the time of presentation.— which we deny ; for aelf-pr«- 
sentative character beloags equally to the cognition of an object 
perceived in the past and to the cognition of an object yet to be 
peroeived in the future (since both are oognitions like eoenition 
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BrahmaaX or tbroagh which be becomes possemed with the desire 
to practise the meaiis of attsiDiog & knowledge of Brahroao (sc. 
having 4c ct note p. 6X Aod because the authoriUtiveDess of 
the Veda (^bda) depeods on the implied (ud Dot on the liUral) 
OMMiiog of the word. 

Heooe oar view of Nescieoce as the cause of things is coo* 
sistmt; whence it follows tliat our view that the Nescience- 
preeentcd world is strictly cotemporaneous with the cognition of 
the world is also consistent For such is our experience of the 
oiietenoe of a snake imagined in rope, or of the silrer imagined 
ift OMither-of-pearl, or of the mirage, or of the dream-world 

llL Here this most be explained :— 

If by your view that existence 
•rF«tC;frMiJffM^ Witt pc«f« a«aUt)r, IS cotemporaneous with percep- 
^^'^ tion (saUvam priltltikam of supra) 

is Bseaol thai esse is merely percipi/ I accept your view as not 
opposed to mine. If yon bold that there iM a difftrence (between 
the odstoaoe of the world and the cognition of itXpray declare 
the proof thereof. ..ZVIL 

What ie meant by saying that the existence of the world is 
with the cognition of it t Is i% Bseaai that the 
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esse of it is percipi aod nothing else f Or that the worid has aa 
eiistence independent of the cognition of itt If the latter neaa- 
ing be adopted^ it may be asked whether there is any proof (fof 
the existence of an unperceived world) or uott 

If proof exists, is it immediate perception, or inference, ec 
Veda or presumptive evidence t If you say tha immediata 
perception is the proof, then we ask, does the perception, ex- 
pressed in— 'This is an earthen pot' — , make known a diflereiicc 
between itself (sa the perception of the pot) and the pott Or 
does some other perception make known this difference T [Tbia 
other perception taking the form—' this pot is different from the 
cognition of pot'—]. If you say that the very perception declares 
(lit grasps) the difference between itself and the perceived object, 
then, we ask, is this perception self-known, or known throagb 
some other perception? If self-known, and if the view be adopt, 
ed that a deUrviinaU knowledge* (viiishtajn&na is effected 

* VisiBhUJQiiui m Judgment or the knowledge of a sulyeel* 
vUeshya, ss quaUfied by an attribute, viMsbnpa. lo regard to vtstthlft* 
JQluatwo views obtain, as tUted in the text:— (a) ^^fa faeum i 
fe^WBinawwoi,- (»> •* fSrirtm faiiwPgqufim igrt far i winmu n 
Mil «#•" The former k the NySya view (of. Bbathlparioboiihed^ 
MttkUvall SL 58). It holds that for the formation of % viiiahV^nlaa. 
e. f. fhafo* yaip, there is neesssary not only interooorM (saanikanU) 
of seoseH»rgaas with the viestbya or f ha^, bot also a pcevioM knew* 
ledge of the vijesbapa or gha(atva. Saeh previons knowledp k 
teohaioaUy termed irndtHrminaU. airvikal|iaka. ao4 is not eAecW 
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To the above we reply : — 

Juet M produetioD canuot be (expUined as proceeding) from 
Th* pMlo*eph«r rtplic* t So far fnm •omething previoualy existing, M 

kAck to VM^Mot. MiTi. or iu Imi. previouslT oon-eiisteot canuot b« 
aUs world. • eiplaioed The bare fact of pro- 

doetion proret that the product is the work of Miyi...XVI. 

b an effect aomethiog real or uoreal t Not aomething real ; 
for tbia ia oppoaed to the purely moniatio teaching of Sniti in luch 
peaMgea aa * one onlj without a eecond/ Nor can an effect be 
proved to be aomething real To explain :— Previoua to ita pro* 
ductioo, ia an effect exietent or noneziatentt If noo-eziateut, 
then a nooaenaical effect auch aa the bom of a hare ought to be 
pcodoced through the agency of the cause, sc the non-exiiitent in 
tbia case ; for the noa-exiatent ia a unity without difference (and 
if the non-existent can be a cause, why should it not endow the 
hare, aa well aa the ox, with bom 1) If the effect was aomething 
prerioosly exiateat, then causal agency is unnecessary ; for the effect 
existed prerious to the exercise of tbia function ; and the nature of 
the effect (aa a coiiasgtieiU) ia thua over throwa If you urge that 
it ia merely the osaaUestatioo of the thing that ia brought about 
thfoagb eausal ageftey, we reply that oTen on tbb aupposition 
&#fe ia oe fsttlog rid of the eril fiste whiob awaits you, which- 
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ever ofthe altornative you assume, (for you will have to admit ■ 

that the roanifeatation, previous to its beiug brought aliout, waa | 

either existeut or oon-existent). Grant then (you lay) that an ; 

effect is somethiug inexplicable either as existent or DOD*exist<roL . 

lo thiscasc, we reply, it is fitting to maintain, as the only oauae, * 

Nescience, inexplicahle, eternal ab ante, and of the same naton i 

as its effects; for it is impossible \hat entity should be the canea | 

of noo-entity and common experience vouches for this impossi* | 

bility. i 

Nor may you urge that a variety of effects is impossibla» ; 

(if Nescienoe as a unity be held to be the cause of the world) ; ; 

for, as we have already shown (§ 7) there ia presumptive evidaoe* i 
for Nescience as a unity possessing manifold powers, (and tba 

variety of effects would follow, cousiatently, from the tariety of ' 

the powers of Nescience). * 

Nor may you urge that, on our view, the authoritativeneea \ 

of the earlier or ritual portion of tlie Veda is impossible ; for I 

the real aim of this portion also is to teach Brahman, indirectly, i 

by teaching that certain means, se. sacrificial rites bring about j 

certain results, through the performance of which the iotellect* * 

(of the sacrificer) is purified (and thus prepared for a study of j 
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Mtpcae i«o iiHMi •uri from ^^^V^"^*** Correct eonfirtnatory instance, 



cMMirrbts«iUitMlfiad,iiior«i«>tA|»rof« ia the causalUj of Neacieoce 

to lie proved t...Xy. 

Il naj be asked whether, in maiDUioiDg Neacience as the 
•Dorce of exialiog thinga. the causal relation ia auumed aa real. 
Ifsot^iheo Ihecaaulity of Neacience alao cannot be affirmed. 
If the eauaal relation be admitted aa real, then the inductife 
OMtboda of argament from ooojuint preaenoe and abeeooe Ae^^ aa 
maj be demanded in each caae, are truatworthy aourcea of know* 
le4p; for no other methoda of proof can apply to thecaoaal 
felation (tatraX And eo it ia manifeatly improper to maintain 
the caoaalUy of Neacience, while rejecting the cauaality of clay. 
thready Ao. (in the caae of pota and yarn, cf. aupra) which baa 
bean proved by indoctive methoda. 

Moreover, be who holda that Neactenoe ia tho aonroe of 
Ibtngi aboold be asked, whether Neacience ta the aole cauae. 



• TU «fwCM It glMMi in lfai4dlkaaiU'a SkklltfatMllpika bf ^fihni««iii- 
ff^ M. inaMtsia wkkk mk^tmm H MWtrala It lolvrmi from asituata W 
atuAeHa; ai aeMla athw (aaWlraU) U ielirra4 fkesi aaeadl (allribel#). 
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'independeDt of any others, or as conjoiued with the retribotiv* 
power of actions, God and the other general causes.* Nesdenes 
cannot bo (he sole cause ; for variety in the effects is impossible 
if the cause is a unity (ss Nescience is) ; and because an unintel- 
ligent force (like Nescience) cannot be a cause without the aid of 
an intelligent substrate (to will that force). Nor will the other 
alternative stand/for he who holds to the causality of Nescieooe 
is bound also to admit the conjoint causality of the retribotive 
power of actions, God, &c.; and since it is easier to aocooDi for 
the production of a variety of effects from these various eaoese 
(tata^ eva), what necessity is there to assume Nescience as Ibe 
cause f 

And so (continues the objector) there is established ibe 
trustworthiness of perception and the other sources of homaa 
knowledge, and of the earlier (or ritual portion) of the Veda whieh 
decLires that sacrifices Ac are the means of obtaining sons, 
cattle, paradise tic. If the trustworthineu of both human know 
le<lge and Revelation be denied (anyath&X pr^J ^bat view cto he 
adopt wbo thus places himself in opposition to human evperieoee 
and to the Veda f Therefore (concludes the objector)* that the 
worid has Nescience as its only cause is a downright rash stat#* 
ment. 

sad ^iilM I iltM, tpA^c AoUMcltsi Ma-«iiitoo€« <Hf um ttfMi) s sad, mmtiUmmt 
sbMM* •! Ml Slslr««tif i^ «|. II jSjr^ksk, si BhlmUkirj^ sidUrmif^4nfUmL 
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Aocordiogly, 81006 the fact of being the* locus of the 
vorid CM apply •atiefkctorily to tlio Self only, you will have 
to declare tbu the eenee-organa aa aources of knowledge 
baTe the Self witbio aa their object ; and such a decUratioQ 
ia inpoaBible, for the Self cannot be an object for the aeoee- 
ofgmiia» aiiMe it aa witboat attributes. And thus runs the b*niti— 
. _ .. ^ ^ • His form is not to be seen, no 

4. 1. one beholds him with the eye. 

*TbeSelf-existeol pierced the openings of the senses ao that 
tbej turn forward (outward) : therefore man looks outward not 
twward into hia Seir Nor can it be aaid that this passage 
dedarea that tbe aense-organa have the world of phenomena aa 
their object For while the paasage re-atatos the instrumentality of 
tbe aeoae-orgaos in regard to our knowledge of the world — which 
ittstrumeotality is commonly reg;irded ss proved by a method of 
coajeint presence and absence which ia really falao. aa (the presence 
and abaeaoe oO aense-organs in dreama (is purely imaginary) — 
tbe real meaning of tbe passage lies iu showing that the Self ia 
Mi an object for tbe aenae^>rgans. 

By thus showing that the senae^>rgans canpot be iostm- 
aarala of true knowledge, we have refuted tbe (aeoond) alternative 
tkal they are inslmmeots of true aqd fislse knowledge together. 
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Let then the (third) alternative stand, viz,, the sense-organs art 
instruments of false knowledge only. This will not bold, for}di 
yourself declared that Ne^icience alone is the cause of falsa know- 
ledge. And becaufe we also haye proved that the preaeoee 
and absence of sense-orgaus (which you urged as a proof that the 
latter are instrumental) with regard to (waking) knowledge is om 
precisely the same (ootijig as the pies€nce and absence of sense- 
organs which we are conscious of ia dreams (sc is a bare imagia- 
iog). 

Thus, to meet our expectation of a cause for all effects, s odi 
m earthen pots, cloth &c., Nescience alone is to be accepted as 
their cause. But the acceptance of special causes for each of these 
eflecu (-^clay for the pot, threads for the cicth — ) by thoee who 
desire these effecU can be proved to be precis«ely simiUr to th« 
acceptance during the dreaming state (of these special causes wbes, 
as all admits the clay, threads &c. are purely fictitious). 

Bence, with the sole exception of BrahmMu, all things, whe- 
tber cognitions or things ooguised are the effects of Nescience ; 
and their esse has been proved to be percipi only. And Uitis Ya* 
sish(ha declared: — ^' All things have Nescience as tb^ir source: 
T<>a*vSitili|li»Kir?ft?ft|>r»Urft^fi 20. bubble-liks they spring up lur a 
Tb« BMiUj«diUoa, p. sn,r«Mud9f: moment and aiw refuoded iaW 
the great ooeao of knowledge (se. Brahman).' 
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Henee, eoncladetoor opponeuti the view that the worlJ esitU 
Uioagli unpereeived it a atotuixj ; for on *aj other view the 
diflerenoe ( betweea true Md Iklae knowledge) U inexplicable. 
Not ao, we reply: — 

Yoar objeetioo would hold if the Mn8ew>rgan* were eaueee 
Jl2r?r:2rJ',Jil!n::Jk!: <rf knowledge similar to the 
rM(rilM**7i^fim- ^*^ ****°* ^^ ^ ooDfcioiwnew of tba preieoca and 
•bfence of tbeto in the delotioQ of sleep ( it the coosctouiiueM, in 
the WAkiog iUte» of the preteooe and abeenoe of teiise«orgatAS, wLich 
foa orged m s proof of the eenoe-ofgaiii being cauiet of know- 
ledge, i «. oar oonaeioiiioets in both cues ie (kite ; for do one 
aaJBUiM that the dieamer sees with hit eyet though he may 
iaagiDe that be doet to)...Xiy. 

For eeote-orgaaa 1m. are not reallj iDttromeott of our cog- 
BitioDof the world. Why not^ youatk. Declare then, we tay 

whether the eente-orgaa% and the rett» are inttmmeott of true' 

knowledge onlj. or of tme and Ctlte knowledge, or of (alte know* 

Mgnonlyt 
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Not of true knowledge merely ; for the truth of the know- 
ledge effected through sense-organs Sic would have to be proved * 
by declaring that the olject of (sc. what was made koown | 
by) this knowledge was something different from what falaa t 
knowledge makes known ; and again, that its object was some- ; 
thing different from the object of false knowledge would be 
proved by the declaration that its object was the object of true : 
koowledge-^wliich would give rise to a logical see-saw. Nor 
does the fnct that the knowied^^e is true, prove the real eiistence | 
of tlie object made known* by that knowledge; (or in the ease { 
of tho true cognition — ' this silver is unreal ' — (e, g. whtfre mother ' 
of pearl is mistaken for silver) a true cognition has as its object j 
an unreal thing (sc. the imagined silver). And (it cannot be 
urged that the difference lietwecn true and false objects consists : 
in objects of the former kind being such as are not subsequently ' 
proved fals^, for) absence of falsirication cannot be maintained ' 
(in the teeth of J^ruti and argument, which prove all save 
Brahman to be falseX Moreover, since it must be held (on your ' 
view of things existing independent of cognition) that the sense- i 
organs as sources of knowledge must have fur their objects things ; 
which exist eyon when unperceivcd (for it is ihe Essential character 
of an organ of knowledge*, you say. to make known what existed ) 
before unknown), it^XoUows that tho sense-organs have as their sole ' 
object the substrate of all things (sc the Self, Brahman). For the * 
whole world of objects l»eing non-iutp|ligent (jaija L a Neecienee . 
when considered apart from Self^ Intelligence the substrate), it | 
cannot be what is termed unknown (aJQlta, meaning thereby • 
tnvsstol 6y N$$eUne$ ; for the objects are Nescieuoe itself, and j 
Nescience could only invest or make unkmn/m Intelligence j 
end not itself). i 
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The fact is that the recognition — ' one and the same snake we 
all saw *~is simplj due to error. And so when a roan passes from 
waking ooosciousoess into the state of dreamless sleep from which 
again be awakes, his present consciousness relates to a different 
aeries of olgects; but his recognition of the identity of the present 
aod former series is simply due to error. 

Nor can it be said that there is no proof that in the state of 
dreamless sleep there is an end to the world of experience. For 
the cessatioa of all experience during dreamless sleep is indicated 
in the ^ti passage declaratory of the absence of any second 
thing dorbg that state:— 'For there is no loss of sight to the 

Nor is there then ( in dreamless 
sleep ) any second, any thing different from him that be could see.* 

11. Waking conscioiisness is different from the false conscious* 

ness of an imaginary snake. If 

b^rSTp^'^ST^^t^ ^^ different, how U it that the 

SSrS^t^SL *^****''*^*^* organs of sense are accepted as 

■scisiary to bring about waking 

coBsdousMMt For when orpns ef oease are absent, no know« 

Mc« nioUsL...Zia 
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In the alK>v6 an opponent urges that, in spite of what hfts ^ 

been said for the view that the esse of a thing is percipi ( tatLapi ). . 

there is a difference between knowledge of ordinary objects aad I 

that of an imnginary object like the snake seen in a rope— the . 

difference being due to the presence and absence respectirelj of ' 

perception and the other sources of evidence, on the one band, mad | 

of Nescience, on the other, as causes (of these two kinds of koow > 

I 
ledge, sc. sense-organs, and not Nescience, are the cause of onUnarf i 

waking consciousness ; whereas only Nescience is the cause of the I 

false consciousness of an imaginary object). For it is not poeaible 

(so runs the objection) that the erroneous cognition effected 

through Nescience should have as its object one precisely aimilar * 

to that which the cognition, effected through sense-organs^ has as 

its object, since the imaginary object did not exist previous to the 

erroneous cognition; and, because the cognition effected through tbe 

sense-organs and other sources of evidence was effected through cott* 

tact of the object with the sense-organs kc^ the existence of ike 

object previous to its being cognised is a necessary postulate ; aad 

because it can be proved,by thcinductive method of conjobt pretence 

and absence, that sense-organs &c are causes of knowledge (sa wbea 

these are present, knowledge results; when absent, no knowledge.) 
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Nor ag&tnti tu can be urged the case of the man, who leaving 
home ought (at a logical c«m!iequence of our view, jou said ) to weep 
for hit dear ones, because certain of their non-existence. For we 
do not eaf that he is convinced of their non-existence so long as 
no evidence subversive of his belief in their existence is forth- 
coming ; and, futher. because we have shown that all experience is 
like that of dreama [ In dreams, the esse of all oljects is percipi, 
admittedly ; and jret the dreamer weeps not for his absent son ]. 

Nor can it be argued that there is a difference between the 
states of dreaming and waking, in that the former is destroyed by 
waking knowledge ; for in neither case, while Uie error lasts, is any 
•ublation (of either state) admitted. Nor is there any in- 
consequence in holding that there is a sublation of error on the 
application of evidence ; for none would say that, when the error 
has been removed, there can be any further dealings with tlie 
erroneously surmised object. 

Nor is the view of a two-fold existence contradictory of the 
older view of a three-fold existence ; for while sncient teachers (e. g. 
Sarvajga Muni in the Saipkshepaarlraka 1, 1, 178) did not abandon 
the poiitioQ that the existence of a dual order of things is depen- 
dent cm the perception of it» they taught a third kind of existence 
(the so eallad yradieal) to satisfy the deluded vulgar. For 
although the esse of the world is percipi, there is no contradiction 
in maintaining the practical as a third kind of existence, if atten- 
tion is bad Co tboee intermediaU diflerences (sc between the waking 
and dreaming states) which the nnpbiloeopbic are persuaded oil 
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10. If for each cognition there is a separate object (as most 
ObjflcUoD : If eM6 ii p«rcipi, recognl. be the case on the view that the 

tion (which iroplirt contiouitjr of tht ^__^ ^f ♦u;««- ;. r^nmvvi \ «Kam 
object) would biimpo*i.ibl«. Answers ^^ Of things IS perapi}. tbeo 

rtcognition iuelf it «rror. jou must eiplain bow recogoiium 

is possible ( sc. bow the present object is recognised as the identicsi 
one previously known ). Tbe reply is that the recognition in this 
instance is precisely similar to tbe recognition in tbe case of tb« 
imaginary snake observed simultaneously by ten men (esch 
declaring to tbe oiber:— I saw tbe same snake as you did)...XIL 

Still (an opponent may urge as above)— if the view that an 
object exists though unperceived be not maintained, what cx- 
placation is there of the case of tbe man who waking froM 
dreams recognises tbe present world as identical with tbe one be 
knew before falling asleep ? Our opponent, we reply, must cooteni 
himself here with tbe explanation be is prepared to offer for tb# 
recognition—' one and tbe same snake wo all saw '—of which the 
ten men speak when they have fled from an imaginary snake, which 
was only a piece of rope lying in tbe dark. For in this example 
the erroneously perceived object (sc. the snake) is perceived bj 
all and each separately, since the object erroneously perceived by 
tbe one man cannot possible be perceived by another, for one 
not have immediate knowledge of another's error. 
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U denied ; for then there can be only two kinds of existence, viz., 
the abtoluteljr real ( p&ratu&nhikl ) and ike merely perceptionul 
(prtlltiki). If (be cootioues) tbe existence of an un perceived oliject 
U denied, it should follow that the man, who leaves son and home 
and herds and all other sources of joy, should die weeping and 
eootumed hy sorrow in tlie conviction that these loved oljects 
exist not, since he no longer beholds them. 

Here the opponent (speaking; in v. 10.) might be asked by 
way of objection, why experience of a dual order of things whose 
existence is merely perceptional is not possible in the taking 
state, as it is possible in the dreaming state, ( for all schools hold 
that the esse of the dream-world is percipt). This objection he 
would put aside, because tlie waking and dreaming states are 
dissimilar: fur whereas the latter state is put an cod to by wak- 
ing knowledge, there is no sublation of the world in the waking 
state previous to an intuition of Brahman. To the opponent's view 
they rejoin : — 

The man who maintains three difforont kinds of existence mu«t 

Met • tiM enttam msm vWw Um» ^ ^^^ whether he holds duality 
a tlOalf niHs tvM vIms vafitttcif td it to be real OT unreal. Real it 

b«MC with MkiiliiM: Aadtst iMck* . • t# ■ # 

ff« »i«Hto4 fTSTthsriVi Mttt usij cannot be. If unreal (uon-exis- 
wi^AkM i«9tf^ fHf lU asMls ni lu ^^^^ asatya ) ; how can existence 



(sattva) lie three-fold I...XT. 
Does the opponent prove that an object exisU even wh^n | 
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unperceivcd by maintainiDg that the dual order is either abtolotely 
real or is what is techuically termed inexplicaJbU* t 

The former alternative will not hold, for an absolutely real 
duality must be rejected on the (already shown) rejection of the - 
trustworthiness of perception, inference and other soarces of 
evidence, (cf v. 4 ). 

If the latter alternative be adopted, it may be asked whether • 
this merely apparent existence was observed in any instance prior . 
( to the inference which establishes a merely apparent order of 
duality), or not? If not observed, how, in the absence of aa • 
instance cou6rmatory of the inference, is the merely apparent 
existence of the world, beginning with the subtile element ether, • 
to be proved. If it be replied that the snake, which erroneously t 
appears in the place of the rope seen at night, is a well-known • 
instance, among others, of a merely ap[iArent object, then, it being I 
premised that the existence of the world beginning witli ether is ! 
precisely similar to the existence of the snake in the example ! 
adduced, the question remains to be discussed whether the object* I 
world exists even when unperceived, or only so long as peiceived. ] 
If an existence iudepcndcut of perception be sunnised for ibt ' 
world, the example ( sa the existence of the snake ) and the cast ' 
in point (sc. the existence of the world ) do not sufficiently corres* • 
poud, because of the dissimilarity ( with regard to the snake whose 
ei$e is admittedly percipi ). 



* Ab imexplifaUt oUject ii ou« Uiat mvrtly appMin is eootcio . . 
^iof, i, #., moit tluui Doibing (maI). M»d jot i$ prwved hf riiirnciic* to U km 
I ihM ttd ( ati, llrahiiMB ). Urntt it U iwxpiieahfe, or ft product i9t ^ijrS. 



Digitized by 



Google 



f«fT^isin«9ft I 



wfii «5S «5f w^ *ft'^ w^i Ji'jt ^w9 5#i «f9- 
ffri ^sn^ I nv2qiHiif^uqiTqf^njiEqfR^inifqn%c^u9 

wakiof , faljet/ imnginiog Urns :— Vaaishtha and other IJtisbia won 
•manctpatioo, wben Ihrougli ikeir bodies and tense-orgtot ibey 
had experienced the results of their actions; other men are 
bovnd ; I too ain bound, miserable in the bonds of transmigm- 
tion, I shall obtain emancipation. Then again the Self puts an 
ecd to this dream aud enters on the waking state, or that of dream- 
less sleep in which there is an end to all such false iroagiuing^. 
Since this is the case, the Self which is one only, absolute, self- 
luminous and wboll/ blessed is, through the influence of its 
associate Nescience, termed jira, the transmigrating iuilivixlual. 
Kor other than this Self csn any transmigrating individual be 
eooeetved of: thus we hsTo clearly proved 

Whea through such Kruti passages as 'that thou art' this same 
Self (farmed jlra) has gained intuition of Brahman (sc. recog- 
nised its identity with Brahman the absolute) — the Self with 
its sin destroyed by the atore of merit acquired during a begin- 
ning«lesa round of transmigrations, pos«^ssod of dispassion kc* 
and profideni^ through the grace of the ^tras and of a teacher, 
in 'hearing* ^ which hafcbcen practised faithfully and continue 
oosl y t han the Self becomes what is commonly ( regarded as an 
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tmaiicipated man and is ) described thus — ' be bat put aa eod ! 
to Nescience and all its products, be is self-contaiDed in thai 
Bli^s which is bis real nature, he is returned to that greataets 
which is his real nsture, he is emancipated.' 

In that state of emancipation, sc when knowledge of Brah- 
man has iieen gained by one, there is left no jWa other than that 
one ; nor for this reason does any unpereeived order of dmallij 
really exist : — here lies the esoteric truth of the matter. 

9. If the existence of things when unpereeived is an in- 

ObjecUoo : the mw tb%t tht ^ of admissible assumption, pray how 
thiogt it percipi (which i«« part of tht jg common experience possible? 

]Ir».uDitj theory ) ii opposed mI ooce to • / i • 

comiDoii •eu»« and to the expreM t«>ftch- For uo man grieves for an object, 

iog of the ancienu m to tlirc« kiodt ... • • ^ -^ j^»^„^ ^^•^l- k-^ 

of •ii.u»Dct:-r4nunirth«ki «tt4, real thinking It destroyed merely be- 

•lUtancis •<». lUt of Brahono alone; ^^^^ fae |ceS it 00t...X. 

prStibh&Mikl. the MM of which la ptrcipi, 

•e. that of objecta of the dream— world 

and of tho4e trroneoualj imagioed ia 

tht wakinf atwte: vySvaltSnki. practi* 

oat f liatence, ac that of objaeta of wtk- 

iaf eooaoiouane'^. 

An opponent asks how we concluded almve that 'for this 
reason no unperceired order of duality really exists,' seeing that 
some thinkers have maintained a real existence for a dual order 
also even when unpereeived ; and adds that it wa^ just because 
duality exists though unperceiTsd that ancient Vedinta teacben 
Uught throe kinds of existence ; and that this three-fold dirisioo of 
existence will not stand, if the existeooe of an unpereeived oljed 
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of 'that wbich it conditiooed by Neteieoce.' For A, or 'that 
which is oooditiooed by the Nescience associated with A' 
cannot be perceiTed by B similarly defined (none can be im- 
mediately conscious of another's ignorance or knowledge). Still 
yoa urge that a plurality of jlfai is inferred from the (visi- 
ble) actions of the several bodies. We reply that the infer- 
ence will not hold ; for the actions of various bodies may be 
proved to result from a single jiva, as is tlie case with the Yogin s 
body.* which, as the Naiyiyikas teach, assumes a variety of mani* 
ISntationsL Tou may further urge that as in the case of the Yogin 
who recognises himself as real and the bodies he has created as folse ; 
so in the case of jiva there must be a recognition of itself as real, 
and of the others as falsely imagined by it. We reply that such 
recognition is to be admitted in tlie case of jIva defined as ' that 
which has Nescience as its limiting adjunct' and not as 'that 
wbich is limited to a body ', for, in the eiample also, such recog- 
aitioo does not pertain to the bodies created by the Yogin, since 
bis Self alone is the recogniser. 

And since the Self (jIva or Intelligence conditioned by Nes- 
deuce) is the only knower, the Intelligence confined to the foot, 
even in one and the same body, is not conscious of a pain felt by 
Ike Intelligence which is confined to the head, as the common ex- 
perience^ *ny foot is at ease, my head pains,* showa Thus we 

TagtAifcirfii BftMet Mioi, f. 171 
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have proved that the commoo view of a plurality of jivas is dae 
simply to the error of confounding the body with the Self. 

Nevertheless it may be asked, how in the waking state is ' 
this consciousness of a plurality of jivas to be explained ( if jivm . 
is really a unity t Listen attentively. There is really but one SelC 
in its own nature eternal, absolute, intelligeut, free, made known 
ia the Upanishads only. This Self, associating itself with Nes- 
cience becomes jiva and falsely surmises the liodics of gods, men 
&c, for whose enjoyment it creates, as means, the ' egg of Brahma ' 
and the fourteen world.^. Of these Inxlies one is a gotl, another is 
a man. There U Hiranyagarblia the creator of all thing*, Vishnu 
the preserver, and Rudra who destroys the world at a prala}*a or 
filial resolution. These thno have the rajas, s;ittva and tamas * 
qualities respectively as their limiting conditions, to which all • 
their powers are duo. Theu again there is the individual man 
who thinks within himself 'I am the son of a Bi&hman ; havinc * 
served the Gods in puja Sec and acquiretl 'hearing* and the ot>trr 
prescribed means I shall gain emancipation. In all these forms 
the Self, though really fivara ( Brahman ) is deceived in tl • 
waking state. Again, the Self having put an end to the world of 
waking comtciuuftness as described above, and aided by the defects 
of sleep, furiniHos in dreams a world precisely similar to that of 
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itielf: (this kDOwledge coMtitutei emandpatioo, these Qisliis 
were tbarefore emaDcipated» and the Veda therefore teaches a 
plurality of jivas, aome bound and some emancipated ). True, we 
repl]r« as regards declaration of a knowledge of firahman, but the 
passage does not declare a plurality of jivas. To the further 
objection that this plurality must be assumed in order to save the 
meaning of ^ti firom eontndiction, we reply that this assump* 
tion is inadmissible as contradictory of another ^ruti passage 
declaratoiy of the unity of jlfa, (which unity is) the undoubted 
meaning of iSraU. • 

Another objection— it will follow on the single-jTva theory 
that when one person is emancipated all persons will be emanci- 
pated. This objection is to be set aside, for the question of all 
(as implying a plurality of really existing jivas) cannot be raisod 
against the holder of the aingle-jlva view (who denies the real 
existence of such plurality. 

Tet the jlvas are many, it is urged, as proved by our con- 
scionsnees. Well then, we reply, let this order of plurality be 
admitted on the same footing with that of dreams. Aguinst this 
U flsay be argued that as in a dream the only real person is the 
dreamer and all the other persons in the dream are falsely 
imagined, so (on the above assumption of the dreaming and wak- 
ing states being on the same footing) in the waking state there 
can be only one teal person, all the rest being fidsely imagined l»y 
hins-*and this bebg so, there will be uncertainty as to which out 
ef the many persona is the only real person, while owing to this 
■Bcertainiy no man will apply himself to the prescribed means 
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of cmancipatioD termed ' bearing ' &c.» and since ttM prescribed 
means will not be employed, i( will follow that tbere will be 
emancipation for none. 

In reply to tbe above we would say to the objector.^-Yoo are 
indeed in error, boKling as you do tliat the body is tbe Sell 
How so, he askf. Listen 1 what is meant by your statement tbat 
in a dream other jivns are falsely imagined by the dreamer.? Do . 
you mean that bodies under such names as gods, gandhanras Ac | 
are imagined ? Or that many jivas are perceived in our seDse of i 
the word jiva, sc. that which has Nescience as its limiting adjunct. , 
and that one of these jIvas is real and the rest unreal | 

The former interpretation will not avail you against us. for j 
even if the lK>dies ( in the woking state ) are unreal, the possibility ! 
of emancipation is not overthrown (which was the point yoa 
urged against us above). For we do not say tbat the persoa . 
qualified to enter on ' hearing ' and the other means of emanci* ' 
pation is the body, or Intelligence limited to a body— wbich , 
statement would have exposed us to tbe charge of propooag si- | 
ternatives ( sc as to which of the jIvas thus defined is real ) with* 
out giving reasons to compel the adoption of one or other of tbe al* 
ternatives. Nor is the latter interpretation applicable, since ia i 
dreams a plurality of jIvas is not perceived, using jIva in tbe 
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Hert an objection miiy be Uken that since association witli 
Kefcience as an attribute is essential for jlva-hooii, Nescience 
nittst form a part of the nature of jlva ( sc. Nescience as the 
attribute portion, Tilesbaifii, fulling within jWa, the SQhject por- 
iioo, rileshya). How then is the declaration of the teit possible, 
via, jtra abandons Nescience, (I e. abandons a part of itself)? 
To meet this objection the teit supplies the words, the other tin- 
from, i. e. the unl»om jiva which is different from Ncitcience. 
For jlva^bood is not constituted bjr tho presence within it of Ne- 
science as an essential attribute, since Nescience is unintelligent 
and jira is intelligent. And for this reason Nescience is held 
(by some Vedintins) to be a limiting condition, upiJht, (and not 
an essential attribute, tilefrhafa) of jiva.* 

8. If there is onljr one jira, what basis hare jou for 

Obj^io«:ifii.si.s«sHr,tii«tl.s bondage and emancipation? Ac 
t n —Bi im i n ry order ol tbs world U- cept for these, WO replf, precisely 



tut t^jApS^TliMit k W«d m tbs that basis which is given in ex 
imMtnHoM froM tw iWrUoM of tw of experience as are objedi seen 

dKii wsfid simI of tJM Y^cis. • « "^ ^^ 

in dreams... IX 
The preliminary doubt is, How if jiva ia one only, can this 
aetUed order be accounted for, tIs, that one man is emancipated 
and another is bound? Wbatia the contradiction here, we ask? 
None, for duality ia directly given in experience. 

•fmrnf^SA. Ttfiobsfis,^. Tffdt psrMt Psadit, VoLTIt, pp. 16041 eoU. 
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If it be argued that ( on the siogle-jlva theory ) a oonscioiu- 
nesi of duality is impossible, because the whole world wookl be 
at an end as soon as one man was emancipated, we reply, not ao ; 
for, in as much a^ we admit that mind, sense-orgaos &c^ as 
severally necessary, do exist as products of Nescience ( sc are ba- 
real), the existence of instruments for this cooKiousness of doality is 
provided for. If further you urge that the consciousness of duality 
is impossible, because in the absence of an object to be known ( se: 
a real duality) the instrumentality of mind, sense-organs &c ta 
regard to such consciou&ne^ is impoMible, then joa Boat 
declare what sort of an object is necessary (to make thm 
consciousness possible ). Is the require<l object one that shall meet 
the demands of common experience ( »c such as shall be real to 
the unphilosopbic consciousness of the many)? Such duality in 
provided for ( by our admission above ). Or do yon demand as 
absolutely real duality ? Such there cannot be ; for nothing bot 
unity is the teaching of the Veda, since it is with this as its 
result that the Veda is connected. And since all duality with tm^ 
gard to tlie substrate (Brahman) of the erroneously imagined 
( world ) is denied in the passage ' Brahnun is not this, sot thisi*^ 
the falsity of such duality is proved 

Again it may be urged that the knowledge of Brabosaa 
possessed by Vamadeva and other Bi^his is declared in the Ved* 
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iSniti ftlto decUres what the abore aMuroption etUblished 
( ML Needenoe ud jira as aniiiea). * There i« Ofu unborn ( female}, 
ledt white and black, prodadog uniform, manifold ofispring. 
t^Mi : U^ lT.l.iyg)fU this vUm. Theie it indeed one unborn (male) 
r«rfv.lM.«l«MvWaMft^VoLZV. who^ loTing her. lies by her. This 
other unborn lea? es her through whom he has had his fill of en* 
jofment* The meaning of this passage is as follows : — Since 
Nescience b to be dedared (in the second quarter of the abore 
Tsrse) as the cause of the unreal world, the doubt arises whether 
Nescience is a product or not It is not a product as shown bj 
the word unbcm of the text Nor can it be said that there is 
ao word in the text for Nescience, for the adjeciiTe unborn with a 
CBninine termination denotes Nesdence (avidji, fem.). In the 
word one a plurality of Nesdences is denied. In the words 
rsd^ wkiU and Uaeh the text shows that Nesdence as made up 
of the three gu^as is able to produce manifold products. In the 
wotd ttnboni ( masa ) the text denies that jly% which is condition- 
ed bj Nesdence, is a product In the word one the pluralitj of 
jitas is denied It might be objected that a pluralitj of jlras is 
m matter of common experience, and the unit/ of jiva i^ therefore. 
To Bseet this objection the text showa bj the word 
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incteed, which expresses something w«ll-knowD, that the ooo* 
difierentiatioQ (sc. unity) of jiva is proclaime<I in the Upaoishadsand 
is proved by argument Again, it may be objected that since jiva 
is identical with the selMuminous Brahman, it cannot have any 
other mode of existence. This objection is met by the word 
lie$ by, which means that jiva approaches Nescience and lies as if 
asleep, I e. being. involved in Nescience, jiva's eve of knowledge 
is closed. Afterwards, jiva, loviiig i. e serving Nescience in the 
form of objects, is involved in the bonds of the transmigratory 
world, just a^ the dreamer is engaged with the objects of his 
dreams. It may be objected that Nescience being eternal ab anU 
must be indestructible— from which it would follow that final 
emancipation is impossible. This objection is met by the words 
As Uave$ her, I e. he puts an end to Nescience by the iotuitaoft 
of the real nature of Self attained through Sniti. Again, 
it may be asked, why should the Self approach Nescienoe, if the 
latter is to be abandoned t The reply is that recuurse to Ncs* 
cicnce is indeed for the sake of enjoyment, because enjoyment is 
eflfectod through Nescience. Tho jlva abandons it when through 
intuition of the Self he deems Nescience worthless. Hence the 
compound in text rou8t be resolved thus.-— A^r through wham 
enjoynuni ha$ been enjoyed. 
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en!/ between Brahmui and jirn but aIm between these and Ne> 
•cleace). For with regard to relation the restrictive rule is that 
relation i* dependence on the things related ; and differtnce i« not 
rdation ( in the technical sense of nambandha or a link that joins 
on to two thing*, while it is itself different from them). 
Hence Nescience takes as iu locus the Self, which is free from 
differentiation into jWa and Brahman, and makes the Self iU 
object Tbitt the Self has been proved to be an object for Ne* 
descc This ooodusion has been declared thus :— ' Undifferenced, 
•bsolate Intelligence ia the locos and object of Nescience. For 

tekdiqMJMsks. I, m. iwa; that which follows from previons- 
T«Lv. US. ly existing Nescience (sc. jiva and 

rivata) is a«ther kens nor object of Nesdence.' 

7. Nevertheless, it may be asked ( by the Vedautin of § 4 ), 

<«) iTwdwcM. for «b«M nirtcMt what proof is there of Nescience 

rJLtmf. is a nnity. we aay. What proof 

oT this. ( he asks )T We reply :— 

Of the reality of Newaenoe there is bo tvidenoe, revealed or 
bomaa. If Nesdeaoe is to be aasomed as tb« cause of certain 
vmbU effeeto (se. this world), then, in aooordanee with the law 
ef painaooy, Neseieoeeniasibeannityaadnotaplnrality...VIII. 

It Netdaaoe pwvad by Veda; or hy perception Ac, ac. in- 
refeowaadhnawateitiiBony;orisitassamedto account (or the 
vecld of eaperieac^ which aannet otherwise be acconnted fort 
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Not by Veda. For the earlier portion of the Veda ( karma* 
kanda) is devoted to ritual, and the later portion ( Vedanta proper) 
expounds only firahman, the Alwohite, Existence, Intelligence, Bliss; 
since in this declaration of Brahman as the only Ileal, the in* 
tended rOf»ult of the Veda ( sc. cessation of pain and attainment 
of absolute Bliss ) is Rccurcd. And sincu this result wouki not lol* 
low in the case of Nescience and its products be*ng declared real, 
the Veda does not set these fortii. 

Nor by perception, inference or human testimony. For if by 
any of these Nescience were clearly proved, controversy wouM be 
at an end. And since there is no evidence for Nescience, it most 
neeils be granted that Nescience is assumed to account for the 
otherwise inexplicable production of an unreal world, a complex 
of joys and pains, by the unrelated, passive, ever blessed and 
satisfied Being. For there is no other course apart from this 
assumption of Nescience. Accordingly, in the debate as to 
whether this assumed Nescience is a unity or a plurality, the 
just conclusion is that, as in the case of dreams, the defective 
nature of sleep, which is a unity, is known to produce, a variety 
of objects, 80 in this case presumptive evidence, seconded by the 
law of parsimony, is satisfied in the acceptance of Nescience as a 
unity possessing manifold powers. Moreover since Nescieoce is 
the limiting condition of jiva and is a unity, the Self oonditioned 
JiT» »Uo a aaity t M»sd socordiof to by Nescience, i. «. ilva, is a unity : 
ihitfUw. —thus declare those who hold 

I thatjlfaisa unify. 
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On the other dtenuUve that the difference between jitra 

•ad BrahnM u due to external limitation, it may be aaked, 

yy <t u*mto«J fraai wiUovti for Does this limitation conaist in 

4*!!^S^ m t£ W^bt^ltitb^ the difference being an effect 

ttaibottidiahmufturibiiu. UoD M iu caase, or in the dif- 

ference bein;; nude known tlirough the limiting condition, or is 
it tome otiier kind of dependence on the limitiog condition t 
It nott be premiied that Nescience is the onlj limiting condition 
poeeible with regard to the difference between jira and Brahman : 
for the prodocu of Nescience ( sc. mind, scnse*organs &c), as being 
temporary, cannot be the conditions determining the difference 
between jif a and Brahman ( — a difference which in the Ved&nta 
is held to be eternal ab ante, anadi — ). To consider these 

altematires. The 6rst is inailmissible, vis., Nescience as the li- 
miting condition is the cause of the difference, sc the effect. For, 
tioes Nescience has been proved to have existed in the andiffer- 
eiiced Self even before the difference between jlva and Brahman 
was brooght about, the differentiation is unnecessarj (—the 
Vedintia of § 4 distinguished between jlva and Brahman in order 
to provide Neoeieoce with locus and object ; but the identitf of 
the latter is proved in v. 6 et seq.— ). And Nescience cannot 
be admitted as an independent entity (so. it must have a locus 
somewhere and embraoe some objeet : hence the assumption of 
a dillereotiatioQ into jlva and Brahman effected through Nescience 
is tteoecessary). Nor is the second alternative admissible: for 
Kssrisnce^ the Gssiting eooditioo, being itself unintelligent, 
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can make koowa (lit illumine) nothing. Nor it the third ad- j 
missible. For the kinds of dependence commonlj recognieed 
are three, vis, the procession of an effect from a cause ; the attach- 
ment of an attribute to a substrate; the cognitional reiatioQ ' 
between somcthiog made known and that which makes it known, j 
And since, in the present case, neither of these kinds of depend- j 
ence is possible with regard to Nescience, dependence on a limiting 
condition cannot constitute the difference between * jiva and ! 
Brahman. Nor can it be urged that the difference between jlra I 
and Brahman is dependence on Nescience, like the relation which | 
exists between Nescience and the Self,^ jiva, (sa a relation not j 

* Both oiumI and oognitiooal raUtion having be«n tbowa to b« iiupplicabit to j 
Netcienee, the nUribntive reUtioo r«mAim to b« ditpotvd of. Thot : liiffif— w \ 
( bhedft ) i« negation ( abbAva ) : every nogaiion baa ae iU eounter-entit/ ( prmti jtfi ) t 
thai whieh ia negated, tad reaidoi in a locua ( annjegi : V^drfw in (he avat af t 
looua need aleo in eueb a oaae aa XXZ^fi^t where |jpiif ia W^Mw elee need > 
iareenae of M^) other than the pratijogi : thua, the Jodgnent, "Jiva aad Bra^ j 
man are different ** may be otborwiae exprened by ' the n^g»tioa of jfva reeiilw ia 
Brahman and ha jiva aa ita eounter-entity *— fAwvfffnrfniU nrFnST dSl 
iVlflff Q^Jt— end, wi€9 vctm, by 'the negation of Brahman reeid.« in jivaaad 
hM Brahman aa iii eoonterentity '— iW^ffldTfilitT ahlFiliSi VTT ii^ VWl)^ 
Tbva, the loeiaa (annyogi) of thie diOerenoo ia either jiva or D-ah-nAn, and neS 
ajnftun. But ajnina may yet be a loco* for thie differeoee between jira and Brah- 
man— an oppon«nt ia tuppo#ed to argue.— >i( bheda be regarded aj relation ( earn- 
bandha) in the teehoioal een«o of iiom4»thing apart from, and linking en It^ thn 
thiuga reht«l ( aambandhi ) : thua the dtfferenoe between jiva and Hr^Kman m^hft 
be eonoeived of at a eambandha exieting not only between theee but ii«o betwtea 
theee and nj^ina, and thus finding a looua in ajnina. The teat rep).n«, didarenen 
(negation) ie not the teehnieal relatJoo-ftwa W HW I WIMW I H ^ao. thn M f ati aa 
ef jiva doeaBotrmidnia Jiva HneU, whieh onght to be the earn if bMda van Ikn 
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eDC«). Again, you maj urge tfaai tbo Self, m the solo Reality 
and an supremo Blisii, it identical with Litelligenee. This it 
quite true from the ttandpotnt of absolute truth. How then, it may 
be atked, it the being an object for Metcience fixed on tUe Self 
as the one Reality and supreme Bliss ? Through an eternally 
estaUitbed connexion of Nescience ( with the Sell ). Although jn 
reality, the Self thines forth as self-luminous, absolute and bliss- 
ful, a differentiation of it into parts is ialncly imagined through 
Nescience ; hence the Self in its character of the one Reality and 
supreme Bliss is said to be an object for Nescience. It is due to 
this false knowledge that the Self is said to shine forth in iu 
character of Intelligence only, and not in its character of Bliss. 
But why, yoo ask, is ttiis knowletlge said to be false 7 Because the 
Self, in this very character of Bliss, docs shine forth as the object 
of o«r highest lore* You urge, howerer, that the difference be- 
tween the locus and object of Nescietice was not declared by us to 
be absolutely real ( — which we ought to bare done, for Nescience 
being a power, iakti, demands that iti locus and object should be 
absolutely distinct). True, we did not set forth the diff^snce as 
abeolotely real; for 

The keas and object of Nescience are identicsl For Nescience 

JU imkmtm rirfrii vitiii« * % m ^ • '*•"*' ^ darkn«»»s, ami is 
mifmrOmKm **- ifmi nniir Je known as the ext^rniil dsrkni^ss 
mifunimWmkmm, M, Ih^nce, asin tl>ecaseof eitrr- 

lal da rknee i^ tu lec <ie e^d ^Kj^cl are iiieolical,..VL 
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For the thing denoted by the word darkness does not require 
that its locus and object should bo different. For darkoese t 
within a bouse makes an object of the spaco within the boose, ; 
while Uiis space is itself the locus of the darkness ; so that no j 
space other than that within the house need be sought for as the I 
object of the darkness. Hence too (i. e. since locus and object of 
Nescience are identical ) the other alternative, viz., that the words 
jiva and Brahman denote two different substances, is inadmissible. 
Moreover, 

If Brahman and the Self (jiva) are dbtinct, their differ- 

(4) The ditUncUoo iou ]>* (Self) ^^ce must be either natural ($e. 
tad BrEhmaa whoiij uDwtrrwted : constituted by the nature of each) 
or due to external limitations. In either case the difference is 
altogether incapable of proof... VII. 

If the difference is natural, it follows that Brahman as 

Thedi^«Hi«. ^A^t^rmit^ fr«« ^*°8 different from Self is an- 

1 06 aittinctiofi not a^cerpiiDea inmi >» • 

within, for then Brahma hood and Self* intelligent (for Self IS intelligent). 

bood would be at an end : ^^j .j ^^^^ .^ ^^ ^^^ ^^^^. p^^^^^ 

* Brahman is Intelligence, Bliss' is cuutiadicted. And if unio- 
telligent. Brahman canoot be the object of Nescience (as held in 
§4.; for whatever is unintelligent is Nescience, and to assuoM 
that Nescience invests itself is idle ) ; and, further, it would follow 
that the Self, as beiog different from Brahman, would lose ita 
self-hood (so. its abnolute, pervasive self*presentative character) t« 
become like earthen pots &c 
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for (bj A third oogniiion). And if the Toucher of the first 
eogoitioii it one whoee tnutwortbinees is itself aovoucbed for, 
then the ascertainmeni of the trustworthiness of the first cogoi- 
tioo is A useless p r oceeding ; for certitude ss to the object may as 
well be gained solely through the first cognition. 

lloreover, by the declaration of the unreality of the whole 

BKWi, Vf. IV. 4-1.. r"' '"r!" p^-" "^•!*". 

IS 10 It ( Brahman } no diversity 
and *know that the material 
t^M : Up: ir. 10. ^^^ ^f ^jj^ ^^^,j i, Maya'- 

(10 the first passage) by means of the negation (of duality) with 
regard to ( Brahman, which is) the substrate of the erroneously 
•ormised ( world X Mid ( in the second passage ) by means of the 
qualification that the material cause of the world is M&yi ( unreal ) 
— ^ti also declares the nntrustworthiness of perception, inference 
fte. which make known the world. 

Hence out of a r^fard both for the traosmigratory order of 
things and ibr the plural fiNrm of the word Miyi in the text, 

' Indra of many forms goes along 
9% ysdft,nr. 47,11. y^^ ^^^ ^^^ powers,' it must be 

maintained tlut Nescience is a plurality, residing in the jivas and 
investing Brahman. The Self or jlva cannot therefore be sup- 
pooed to be an ohjeot for i «. infested by Nescience. This is a 
sununarj of the ?iews ( of § 4). 
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6. With regard to the above views some maj ask. — 
Do the words jlva and Brahman denote one substance or two t 
m^ ^f ^ • * . . . i ^^ One, you say i To this I agree. 
opp>n«nt wiio adopu for the tiDi« beinff Two substancesf Tbeo yooT le- 

ihe rtgorout VetUiiU of our Author, (o) ^ . / # If ^«;..« •<« R».kmA« U 

jiT4 «^Dr»hin«i,iir« really oDo ami tho »«^ (<>" Monisin, sc. Brahman m . 
Mine though faiijely iniaguitti Uiruusb the Sole substance) IS invalidat- 

Nmcmhc* to 09 autioct ,, ^ 

ed...V, 
Is only the Self denoted by both words jlva and Brahmaa ? 
Or does the word jlva denote the Self» and the word Brahi 
denote something else t If both words denote the Self, how 
the Self not be an object for Nescience t For by the word Brak* 
man ( you say ) the Self is intended ( and Brahman yoo bold to be 
an object for Nescience, cf. v. 3 ). Against this you may arga« 
that if the Self were an object for Nescience, it ooold not Aims 
forth as being involved in darkness ( Neocienoe), just as an earth«m 
pot, involved in darkness, is not visible. Not so. For only in its { 
character of the sole Reality and supreme Bliss is the Self aa 
object for Nescience, since it is only to the Self as' InttUigeoct 
that the character of Mning forth belongs. And the Self ma 
Intelligence cannot be an object for Nescience, for if this ware 
possible, the existence of Nescience could not be proved ( Cor. if 
I Nescience involved the Self, there woukl be no witness of Nesci. 



Digitized by 



Google 



fefRinwra^^ 



proficieot pnctioe ia the meant prescribed in the Veda termed 
^kfaring, fKmderingukd deepmeditatUm, it emancipated ; and he 
who it without this knowledge it in the bondage of the transmi- 
giatorjr worid. 

For the tame reason Nescience also must be conceived of as 
a plurality. For if Nescience were a unity, tlien ax toon as one 
tbgie aottl bad gained the knowledge (described above) thero 
would be an end to Netdence and all its products whence it would 
IbUow that the world whose exittenoe it given in perception &c. 
would no longer be an object of oonsciousucss (to other souls). 
Net can it be justly argued that up to the present time no one 
hat gained such knowledge. For if such knowledge was not 
attained by ancient sages like Vy&sa and Vasish(ha» who practised 
all the means, principal and subordinate, for its attainment, its 
lealisatioii by men of the present day cannot bo imagined even 
to be possible ; benee the latter would not turn to ' hearing ' and 
ihe other prescn b ad means, and it would therefore follow that 
fer.lbem t^ere could be no emancipation. 

S. Here a question may be asked:*-\Vhy should not the 

Wb7.otMdia«w«UisteMlu d"lo«lw of things be consider. 

flv«i«sBF>«<«M8t ed real, in accordance with the 
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data of perception and the other sources of knowledge, jost as 

Nescience was assumed above to l>e a plurality to accord with tke 

transmigratory order of the world ? The reply is as follows : — j 

If the trustworthiness of perception and the other sources of I 

DecsuM etperience eannoi vouch for knowlcd/je is proved by SOme fUf- j 

l:rrLTJ:u^aK:t: ^her evidcuce. then clearly, r.- I 
unrwUitj uf the worW. gre$8U8 tti infinitHm results. If ^ 

the trustworthiness is self-proved, it is vitiated by the doubt that 
(often) arises with regard to the knowledge supplied by peiceptios 
&C. — IV, ' 

What is this trustworthiness of perception Sx. T Does it con- J 
fiist in the things known bcinjr such as admit of practical treat- j 
ment in daily life ; or such as can never be proved unreal t If the * 
former, there is no opposition between your view and our own in • 
that ( we hold ) then the objects of perception &c. to be falsely i 
surmised ( unreal ) objects. I 

If the latter, then it may lie aKked,— Is this trustworthinm 
self-proved or proved through some further evidence T Not self- | 
proved, for perception, inference ic. being liable to error demand 
in support of their trustworthiness, some further evidence which 
shall testify to their freedom from defect Nor does their trast- 
worthiness depend on any further evidence; for a fi^^restics in 
inJinUum results, if the voueher for the trustworthiness of the 
Arst cognition is a second whose trustworthiness has been voocbed 
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I attribatet can be koowQ tbroagh the tenses X And since 
tbe sense-organs can make known only external objects pomoMing 
Ibrm ftOt ibers ia no means of gaining a percoptional knowloilgo 
oC the logical reason* (middle term ) as being infariably attended 
bj tbe Self (or major term bere), and (in tbe absence of this 
knowledge, tbe induction or nnirersal msjor premise of tbe 
ayllogiam cannot be formed \ tberefore tbe Self cannot l>e proved 
tbroagh a process of inference. Nor can tbe Self be known 
thraogh what is technically termed ^verbal mridence^ since it is not 
an object of perception or bference ; nor possibly e? en through 
tbo other sources of knowledge ( teobnically termed ^pruumptive 
evidinos and evidence from ^non^ruption of an cbjeet; for both 
these are» in tbe fint instance, dependent on sense-perception 
which, as shown above, is inapplicable to tbe Self). 

Seomdly, if tbe evidence is supersensible, it may be asked, 
Is the Self made known ( lit. illnmioed ) by tbe knowledge gained 
through Ycda ; or, while shining forth through some other means, 
is ii made an object of ( i. s. invested by ) Nescience, which is de- 
stroyed by knowledge gained through YedaT On tbe first alter- 
.native it follows that the Self loses its seir*hood (so. character of 
Bcahssan, Intelligence X fo^ ii must be unintelligent, like earthen 

•st ▼itSitipitftllihSi FimiH UrnmO. Hew 8«itii VtL v. SSS M mq t 
«LtLv«.lll,aiiL 
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^m^m vwmi siRi^ rmV^^vm i 
nfSp53ft5 «riww?WT f^^RiTi^; i ^ i 

pots &C., ( which require illumioation by Brahman before they 
can become objects for our consciousoess), ia that it has to be 
illumioed by the knowledge gained through Veda. Adopting the 
other altcnmtive, what are the other means t Does the Self 
know itself t Or is it known through some other evidence t The 
faultincss of the latter aitsumption having been exposed above, 
the former remains to be dcnlt with and is inadmissible: for a self- 
luminous Self cannot be invested by Nescience, no more than it 
is posHible to think of darkness as existing in the selMaminoos 
sun at noon. 

4. Against this, some thinkers, keeping in view the demands 

M.tby»v^.«t5..fth*.K,ttho™ugh **f bond^p »»d em«Dci|«tioii. 
tjpe, who r«piie« thiit the abovt jtrgu- narrow Vcdantio monism (by 

oiM and not the Self or jif4 (|.er.oii4l teaching that Brahman and jivm 
yutieocy) Uut i. ioTtt«d by Netcieooc ^r personal sentiency are distinct. 

The jIfM *re mwiy and ditUnct from *^ J ^ 

BnhmuL KeKieuoe ako is a pluralitj. and that there is a plurality ol 
jivas), and not tolerating the opinion tliat the Self (or jiva) is aa 
object for i. e. is invested by Nescience, urge the following :*- 

Knowers of the truth maintain that Nescience has jlva as ilt 
locus and Brahman as its object Opposed to this is the dedara- 
tion that the Self (jlva) is ao object for Nescience.. .IIL 

Certainly jlva is intended by the word SeIC It is the locos 
of Nescience. And the jlvas are many, otherwise the transmi- 
gratory order of things could not be accounted for. Thus, he who 
has attained the knowledge that his Self is Brahman, throofk | 
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proved bj onlioary teoia-pereeptioQ and inference (ddi). This 
objeeiion is rejected : — 

The Self is eiilier eternal or non-eternal. If etcmal» then 

the difference (between the Self 
J:j:i;i^^ is dear (for no one 

tL**^j;;iii^^^ beliores the body to be eternal). 

s<tf;B#f« uii o«4Btof— ktkaow If non-etemal, then what the in* 

diridual had done in a former life 
would be Umi, and further the consequences of actbns which he 
bad nerer performed, would accrue to him ( in the present life )• 
...IL 

(It is rfjected) because the Self is eternal. For the direr* 
siites of the present world must have their source in the un$un 
letributive power of actions (adpsta),— these dirersities being 
iaesplicable ou any other assumption, since that which is seen is 
iimnsitory— and since the un9een power links on to prior stages 
of eaistence, the Self as the locus of this khsssii power must be 
begioning'leas and also endrlesi^ in accordance with the establish* 
ed induetiott that a posiiifeiy existing thing can have no end, if 
it bad ao boning. • 
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If the Self were not eternal (anytthi) it would follow that i 
the retributive power of actions could not be realiiad and thai i 
the lesultA of certain actions would accrue to an indiridual who 
had not done those actiona And it is certain that the bodj and 
the sense-organs ( adi ), which are an aggregate of prodocit^ are 
not the Self; for they are non-eternal, are products and poisetsed 
o( form, are non-intelligent and limited, &a And that Veda is 
neceiisary follows from the fact that no otiier means exists for the 
intuition of that eternal Self which is established in such par- 
ages as 'Verily that Self is imperishable and of aa iodastmcUbW 
nature.' With this Tiew the word imperishable, avyayam, was 
used ( of the Self in our opening verse )— that is imperishable 
of which no vyaya, destruction is known as regards either attri- 
butes or essential nature or parts, which means that the Self hsa 
neither parts nor attributes, being eternally unchanged and infiaitSL 
3. An objection is brought forward in the form of a queedoo : 
Obi«etk« : Ko ef UeoM, Mtnrsl <ir I* there any eridence lor the 

ittpenuurti, lor Ui« Mt g^|f ^ „^^ j jf ^^^ ^^ j^ f^^ 

lows that the Self does not exist, for we are not conscious o( 
the existence of the horns of a man or like imaginary objects, to 
which no source of evidence is applicable. If any evidence exists, 
is it sensible or supersensible (sc. Veda) ? Not sensible. For the 
Self ( as docUred above) is without attributes (and only that which 

D^IV.s.l4. 
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I. Having first gaioed through Veda a true intiutioii of that 
Self» which has no second self and which is bliss and light and is 
imperishable, we next expound the method of reasoning in regard 
to that Sel£...I. 

In the opening words ' which has no second self, Ac* the 
author implies a benediction recalling to mind the Realitj ( Brah- 
man ) ; and having directly shown the subject matter of his work 
(i e. ratiocination in regard to the Self) and its aim (i e. the 
attainment of Bliss which is Brahman) he premises his task. 
The grammatical construction is as follows: Having gained 
through Veda an intuition of the Self with its four above men* 
tioned characteristics, reasoning, i. e. ratiocination which is eon* 
firmatorj of Veda, is now expounded in regard to it^ tatra, L e. 
the Self as characterised in the aforesaid manner. 

1 It ma/ be objected that Veda is certain!/ not nooessai/ 

HMUi.lobj«iiloat Vtd* u fupor. to bring about an intuition of the 

>»<>«- Self; for the bod/ and the sense* 

organs (ddi) are the Self, and the existence of this Self is 
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